
San Diego Superior Court
Users Survey

SANDAG Criminal Justice Research Division

May 2001



May 2001

Criminal Justice Research Division
Nancy Kerry

Susan Pennell

SAN DIEGO SUPERIOR
COURT USERS SURVEY

MEMBER AGENCIES: Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa
Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista, and County of San Diego.

ADVISORY/LIAISON MEMBERS: California Department of Transportation, Metropolitan Transit Development Board,
North San Diego County Transit Development Board, U.S. Department of Defense, San Diego Unified Port District,

San Diego County Water Authority, and Tijuana/Baja California/Mexico

401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 595-5300



Board of Directors
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

The 18 cities and county government are SANDAG serving as the forum
for regional decision-making. The Association builds consensus, makes

strategic plans, obtains and allocates resources, and provides information on a
broad range of topics pertinent to the region’s quality of life.

CHAIR:  Hon. Ramona Finnila
VICE CHAIR:  Hon. Ron Morrison

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  Gary L. Gallegos

CITY OF CARLSBAD
Hon. Ramona Finnila, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Bud Lewis, Mayor
(A) Hon. Matt Hall, Councilmember

CITY OF CHULA VISTA
Hon. Shirley Horton, Mayor
(A) Hon. Patty Davis, Deputy Mayor
(A) Hon. Mary Salas, Councilmember

CITY OF CORONADO
Hon. Chuck Marks, Mayor Pro Tem
(A) Hon. Thomas Smisek, Mayor
(A) Hon. Phil Monroe, Councilmember

CITY OF DEL MAR
Hon. Richard Earnest, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Crystal Crawford, Mayor

CITY OF EL CAJON
Hon. Richard Ramos, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Mark Lewis, Mayor

CITY OF ENCINITAS
Hon. Dennis Holz, Mayor
(A) Hon. Maggie Houlihan, Councilmember

CITY OF ESCONDIDO
Hon. Lori Holt Pfeiler, Mayor
(A) Hon. June Rady, Mayor Pro Tem

CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH
Hon. Diane Rose, Mayor
(A) Hon. Mayda Winter, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Patricia McCoy, Mayor Pro Tem

CITY OF LA MESA
Hon. Art Madrid, Mayor
(A) Hon. Barry Jantz, Vice Mayor
(A) Hon. Rick Knepper, Councilmember

CITY OF LEMON GROVE
Hon. Mary Sessom, Mayor
(A) Hon. Jill Greer, Councilmember

CITY OF NATIONAL CITY
Hon. Ron Morrison, Councilmember
(A) Hon. George H. Waters, Mayor

CITY OF OCEANSIDE
Hon. Terry Johnson, Mayor
(A) Hon. Esther Sanchez, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Jack Feller, Councilmember

CITY OF POWAY
Hon. Mickey Cafagna, Mayor
(A) Hon. Don Higginson, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Robert Emery, Councilmember

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Hon. Dick Murphy, Mayor
(A) Hon. Byron Wear, Councilmember

CITY OF SAN MARCOS
Hon. Hal Martin, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Pia Harris-Ebert, Vice Mayor

CITY OF SANTEE
Hon. Jack Dale, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Hal Ryan, Councilmember
(A) Jim Bartell, Councilmember

CITY OF SOLANA BEACH
Hon Joe Kellejian, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Marcia Smerican, Deputy Mayor
(A) Hon. Doug Sheres, Councilmember

CITY OF VISTA
Hon. Gloria E. McClellan, Mayor
(A) Hon. Judy Ritter, Councilmember

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
Hon. Bill Horn, Supervisor
(A) Hon. Greg Cox, Supervisor

CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(Advisory Member)
Jeff Morales, Director
(A) John A. Boda, Interim District 11 Director

METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT BOARD
(Advisory Member)
Leon Williams, Chairman
(A) Hon. Jerry Rindone, Vice Chairman

NORTH SAN DIEGO COUNTY TRANSIT
DEVELOPMENT BOARD
(Advisory Member)
Hon. Julianne Nygaard, Chair
(A) Hon. Christy Guerin, Board Member

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
(Liaison Member)
CAPT Gary Engle, CEC, USN
Commander, Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
(A) CAPT Ken Butrym, CEC, USN

SAN DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT
(Advisory Member)
Jess Van Deventer, Commissioner
(A) Frank Urtasun, Commissioner

SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
(Advisory Member)
John Fowler, Director
(A) Hon. Bud Lewis, Director

TIJUANA/BAJA CALIFORNIA/MEXICO
(Advisory Member)
Hon. Rodulfo Figueroa Aramoni
Consul General of Mexico

Revised July 25, 2001



iii

ABSTRACT

TITLE: San Diego Superior Court Users Survey

AUTHOR: San Diego Association of Governments

DATE: May 2001

SOURCE OF
COPIES:

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA  92101
www.sandag.org
(619) 595-5300

NUMBER OF
PAGES:

108

ABSTRACT: This project was funded by a grant from the State
Justice Institute (SJI) to the San Diego Superior Court
for the purpose of interviewing court users to develop
programs and services responsive to community needs.
The Criminal Justice Research Division of SANDAG
assisted the Court in the research design and
developing and administering the survey. SANDAG
also analyzed the results. Interviews were conducted
with over 3,000 court users at ten court facilities from
June to September 2000. Results from the survey show
that an overwhelming majority of court users are
satisfied with the services, staff, and facilities of the San
Diego Superior Court. The high level of satisfaction is
consistent across diverse racial and ethnic groups, age,
gender, educational levels, and language, including
those who need the assistance of a court interpreter.
Satisfaction is consistent among case types (civil,
criminal, probate, family law, and juvenile), stakeholder
groups (defendant, petitioner, plaintiff, witness,
family), those with or without legal representation, and
among those who visited the court for the first time or
many times.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The San Diego Superior Court (hereafter, the Court) received a grant from the State Justice
Institute to interview over 3,000 court users. The overall objective was to develop and
administer a survey to determine court users' accessibility to facilities and services. The
Court contracted with the Criminal Justice Research Division at the San Diego Association
of Governments (SANDAG) to collaborate in the survey design, train interviewers, analyze
the results of the survey, and prepare a report.

The Court was successful in obtaining interviews with court users at ten different facilities
in the San Diego Region and was able to learn their opinions about the capacity of the
Court to facilitate access and provide appropriate services.

Issues Addressed in Interviews

Survey questions identified the reason for coming to the court including type of matter and
stakeholder category; how easy or difficult it was to find the facility, courtroom or office;
the respondent’s opinion of court personnel; and, the adequacy of services received.

Overview of Findings

The findings indicate that court users of the San Diego Superior Court were very satisfied
with the court’s services, pleased with the court personnel, and able to find their way
around. Respondents also offered meaningful suggestions for improvements. The
responses of survey participants were examined by individual demographics, case
characteristics, and by facility visited. Since there was a high degree of consensus across
courts for most questions, limited sub-analyses were conducted.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Ten facilities located throughout the four regional divisions within the San Diego Superior
Court system were included in this project. A pretest of the survey instrument was
conducted at three court locations by SANDAG staff members. Results from the pretest
indicated that the survey would provide adequate information to meet the research
objectives. Pretest results also showed that a few minor adjustments were necessary with
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regard to the order of the questions and format of the survey. After many months of
planning and preparation, interviews with court users began in July of 2000 and continued
through September, 2000.

Over 3,000 court users agreed to be interviewed. To obtain a diverse sample of court users,
interviews were conducted at various times during the day and on each day of the
workweek. Interviewers were retired court employees, except in the North County region
where current employees were utilized to conduct the interviews. Most respondents were
interviewed in English, but interviews were also conducted with persons who requested
the services of a court interpreter. In most cases, the interpreters were independent
contractors; however, a few interpreters were permanent court employees.

Interviewers were positioned just outside the exit of each facility and were required to ask
each person as they left the building if they would participate in the survey. At facilities
with more than one exit, interviewers rotated their position throughout the day.
Interviewers' ethnicity, age, and gender were diverse in an added effort to encourage
participation from court users.

FINDINGS

The results of this project provide sufficient evidence to support the conclusion that the San
Diego Superior Court meets the needs of a diverse population, across racial and ethnic
groups, age groups, genders, educational levels, and language, including those who need
the assistance of a court interpreter. Satisfaction with the Court's services, staff, and
facilities are also consistent when comparing survey participants by attorney
representation, case types, stakeholder groups, number of court visits, and facility visited.

Survey Respondent Characteristics

The Court was successful in obtaining a cross section of court users reflecting a
variety of demographic characteristics.

•  The ethnicity of respondents was diverse: Four out of ten were Hispanic; about the
same proportion were White; and about one in ten African American. The remainder of
the respondents were of various other ethnicities.

•  About sixty percent of respondents graduated from high school: About one in five
indicated that this was their highest level of education; about one in five said they had
also completed college; and about one in three had completed some college courses.

•  The majority of survey participants were between the ages of 18 and 54; about one in
ten were age 55 or older; and slightly more than half were men.
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•  A large proportion of respondents indicated that they live in the City of San Diego
based on the zip code that respondents provided as their place of residence.

The Court was successful in obtaining a cross section of court users among
case type characteristics.

•  Nearly half of the survey participants indicated that they were at court for a
criminal/traffic matter; one-fifth each for a civil matter or family law matter; and the
balance were proportioned among juvenile, probate, and other matters.

•  Half of the survey participants identified themselves as a Defendant/Respondent in a
court case; about one-fifth each said they were either a Plaintiff/Petitioner or a
friend/family member of someone at court; the rest of the participants were there as a
witness or victim, working for an attorney service, or at court for some other reason.

•  The respondents interviewed most often were Defendants at court for a criminal matter
(which include traffic matters).

•  A high proportion of visitors to the courts are repeat visitors. About two-thirds of
respondents had been to the facility previously, and more than half of those had visited
the court during the previous month.

•  Compared to respondents at other facilities, survey participants at the Hall of Justice
(the main courthouse in downtown San Diego) were more likely to have visited the
facility previously.

Satisfaction with Staff and Services

Court users are overwhelmingly satisfied with the treatment they receive by court
staff and the services they receive while at court.

•  Nearly nine out of ten respondents agree that court personnel are friendly and
courteous.

•  About eight out of ten agree that court personnel…

•  are available to answer their questions

•  take time to explain things

•  know the answer to their questions, and

•  provide prompt service at the clerks' counters.
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Most court users agree that the Court has adequate staff and provides enough
information about court procedures and services.

•  About three-quarters of those interviewed agree that the court provides adequate
information about its procedures and services.

•  Seven out of ten respondents agree that the court has adequate staff to do its job.

There is a relationship between some respondent characteristics and the level of
satisfaction with court personnel and services received.

•  The results show that there is an inverse relationship between level of satisfaction and
the number of visits to the court facility; that is, as the number of visits increases, the
level of satisfaction decreases.

•  A greater proportion of those interviewed by an interpreter, compared to those
interviewed in English, are pleased with court staff and services received. This may be
partially due to those respondents' appreciation of the Court's provision of an
interpreter.

•  The findings from the survey reveal that court users who telephone the court to get
information prior to their arrival are less likely to be satisfied with staff and services.

•  Compared to survey respondents at other facilities, a smaller proportion of Family
Court participants were satisfied with court personnel and services received.

Accessibility

One of the Court's major goals for this project was to determine if all court users are able to
access the courts without restrictions.

Court users are not barred from accessing the courts due to court costs, feelings of
safety, physical limitations, respondents' language, or other issues.

•  Almost all court users feel safe while in the building (95% of respondents).

•  Nine out of ten survey participants indicated there was not any business at the court
that they could not afford. Furthermore, of the one in ten survey participants who
stated that there was business at the court which they could not afford, most referred to
the costs associated with legal representation or fines, not court costs.
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•  Fourteen (14) respondents stated they experienced a problem using the facility due to a
physical disability.

•  Of those respondents who had been in a courtroom on the day of the interview, more
than eight out of ten said the proceedings were easy to follow and understand. There
were no differences between English speaking and non-English speaking court users in
their ability to follow and understand courtroom proceedings. There were also no
differences when results were compared by demographic or case type characteristics, or
by facility visited.

Information Accessibility

The Court provides several resources to assist visitors in locating information. The public
can contact the Court by telephone, through written correspondence, and by accessing the
Court's Internet Web site. Directories, facility maps, or posted signs, as well as staffed
information booths, are also available at most facilities to assist visitors in locating the
offices or courtrooms they need. The Court's Web site provides detailed driving directions,
court forms, answers to frequently asked questions, phone numbers, as well as links to
other resources.

Court users who attempt to locate information prior to and after their arrival at court
are able to do so with success, and most find the information helpful.

•  One in five survey respondents telephoned the court prior to his/her arrival at the
facility, and of those, two-thirds said it was helpful.

•  A small percentage (4%) of court users wrote to the court; however, of those who did,
about half said it was helpful.

•  Most of those who attempted to get information from the Court's Web site said it was
helpful, although less than five percent of court users used this resource.

•  More than half of those surveyed asked someone at the facility for assistance to locate
the office or courtroom they needed.

•  About one-quarter of the respondents used a directory, map, or sign for assistance.

•  Nine out of ten respondents who either asked someone for assistance or used a
directory, map, or sign said it was helpful.

There are some differences among court users' demographics and case type
characteristics as to whether or not they will seek assistance or information

•  More women than men telephoned the court to get information prior to his/her arrival.
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•  Survey respondents who were represented by an attorney were more likely to ask
someone for assistance, but less likely to use a directory, map or sign.

•  As expected, visitors who were at the court for the first time, compared to those who
had previously visited the court, were more likely to call the court to get information
prior to going to the facility. Also, nearly twice as many first-time visitors asked
someone at the court for assistance, compared to those who had been to the court six
times or more.

•  Respondents with a college education were more likely than other respondents to call
the court prior to their arrival. However, the reverse was true after arriving at the
facility: a greater proportion of respondents with lower educational levels asked
someone for assistance compared to those with more education.

•  More English speakers called the court to get information than non-English speakers.

•  Court users interviewed by an interpreter were more likely than English speakers to ask
someone for assistance; however, no differences in these two groups were found with
respect to the proportion who used a directory, map, or sign.

•  Respondents at Juvenile Court were more likely to ask someone for assistance. This
may be partially explained by the placement of the information booth at Juvenile Court,
which is directly in the path of visitors as they enter the facility.

Locating the Facilities and Offices

Court users are able to locate the correct facilities, offices, and courtrooms with ease.

•  Nine out of ten court users are able to locate the facility they require easily, and the
same proportion are able to locate the correct office or courtroom.

•  Compared to respondents at other court locations, a greater proportion of court users at
the San Marcos and Kearny Mesa facilities experienced difficulty in locating the
buildings, but not the offices or courtrooms.

•  As expected, fewer first-time visitors thought it was easy to find the correct facility
compared to those who had been to the court previously.

POSSIBLE REASONS FOR HIGH PUBLIC SATISFACTION

It is unusual for a customer survey of any kind to result in such overwhelmingly positive
findings. Given the total number of interviews conducted and the number of facilities
involved, the authors are confident that the results are reliable and methodologically
sound. To assist other court jurisdictions to know why court customers responded so
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favorably in San Diego, SANDAG staff met with Court staff to pursue possible reasons for
the high level of court user satisfaction, as evidenced by the survey results. The following
information was provided by Court personnel.

•  In December of 1998, the four Municipal Courts and the San Diego Superior Court
unified into one single Superior Court. Court unification provided the opportunity to
standardize the commitment to public service on a countywide basis.

•  Commitment to the public is a key issue in the San Diego Superior Court planning
process. Overall goals are to provide equal access to the Court for all people, enhance
public service in the Court, and to promote the quality of justice by focusing on service
and improving the public's understanding of court operations.

•  A number of operational changes have been made that directly benefit the public. These
include:

•  Civil and criminal cases that were previously handled independently are now
combined within the Central Division of the Court.

•  The calendaring of cases has been improved to increase public convenience.

•  Arraignments are now allowed at the counter in some instances (such as traffic)
instead of requiring a court appearance.

The Court's stated plan is to carefully review the results of the survey so that some of the
suggestions made for improving service can be evaluated and implemented where feasible.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Due to the extremely high level of satisfaction among court users, recommendations for
improvement of court services and access to the facilities were few. SANDAG makes the
following suggestions based on survey data, including comments from participants. The
recommendations are offered as a means to continue the high level of satisfaction among
court users.

•  Directories, maps, and other signs located inside or outside court facilities should be
located in places easily noticed by court visitors. Stand-alone signs directing the
visitors' attention to the directories would provide additional visual assistance.

•  To increase public awareness and reduce feelings of frustration, posted signs should be
utilized to inform court users that staff (including court clerks) are statutorily precluded
from providing legal advice, which includes assisting court users in completing many
of the forms or advising them on which form to file. Training court personnel to politely
communicate this to court users would also be helpful.

•  Most court users would benefit from a map of each court facility. The maps could be
posted at the entrance or provided as a hand-out upon entry. This would be especially
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helpful at facilities with multiple floors, such as the Hall of Justice, the Central
Courthouse, the Madge Bradley Facility, and the regional centers located in Vista, East,
and South County.

•  Most court users indicated that they would benefit from the court docket being posted
at the entrance to each facility, rather than on the outside of courtroom doors.

•  Many court users would like to have a pamphlet available explaining the procedures
and processes they might encounter while at court. It is recommended that upon filing
a civil court action (including family law matters), Petitioners and Plaintiffs be provided
such a pamphlet. A pamphlet for court users involved in criminal/traffic cases would
be beneficial as well.

•  It would be easier for court users to find their destination if the numbers corresponded
to their location within the facility. For example, a courtroom or office that is numbered
400 would be on the fourth floor of a facility.

•  Due to the high proportion of Hispanic residents in San Diego County who utilize the
courts, as well as the projected Hispanic population estimates, all communication from
the Court should be in both English and Spanish. This recommendation includes
written notices to appear in court, recorded telephonic messages, and a link on the Web
site to information in Spanish.

•  The Court should explore ways to inform the public of the Court's Web site and the
types of information available on the site.

•  Given the large number of survey respondents who expressed a willingness to be part
of a focus group to discuss the Court's operations, the Court staff should develop a plan
to obtain feedback from the individuals who provided their names and address
information.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

This project was funded by a grant from the State Justice Institute (SJI) to the San Diego
Superior Court for the purpose of interviewing court users. The project was initiated by the
Court's Community-Focused Planning Committee and the objective was to provide
information to the Court’s strategic and operational planning efforts that could be used to
develop programs and services responsive to community needs. The Court contracted with
the Criminal Justice Research Division at the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) to develop the survey, train the interviewers, monitor the interview process,
prepare data for computer management, analyze the results, and prepare a report.

COURT FACILITIES

The San Diego Superior Court is composed of four regional divisions: Central, North
County, East County, and South County. Each division has one or more court facilities with
jurisdiction over specific matters occurring in that particular region.

The six facilities under the jurisdiction of the Central Court Division are located within the
City of San Diego and specialize in the following matters:

•  Juvenile Court (adjudication of dependency, delinquency, and criminal cases
involving minors, except traffic)

•  Kearny Mesa Facility (juvenile and adult traffic matters, and small claims cases)

•  Madge Bradley Facility (domestic violence, temporary restraining orders, and
probate)

•  Family Court (dissolution of marriage, child support, and custody)

•  Hall of Justice (civil and criminal)

•  Central Court (criminal and traffic infractions).

There are two facilities in the North County Division:

•  North County Regional Center, located in Vista, is a multi-jurisdictional facility
handling criminal, civil, probate, small claims, family law, some traffic matters
(driving under the influence), and some juvenile matters.

•  San Marcos Facility handles small claims and most traffic matters.
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There are two facilities in the East County Division:

•  The East County Regional Center, located in the City of El Cajon, is a multi-
jurisdictional facility handling civil, criminal, family law, juvenile dependency,
traffic, and infraction cases.

•  The Ramona Branch handles civil, small claims, traffic, and infraction cases.

The South County Division has one multi-jurisdictional facility:

•  The South County Regional Center, located in the City of Chula Vista, handles
civil, criminal, family law, and traffic matters.

Interviews were conducted at all court facilities, with the exception of the Ramona Branch
facility. The Ramona Branch is unlike the other courts in that (1) it handles a limited
number of cases; and (2) a Superior Court judge is only available to hear cases on Fridays
and a pro-tem commissioner is available on Mondays.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The overall objectives of the project were to develop and administer a survey that focused
on the court users’ access to court facilities and the efficiency of the Court and its staff.

The ten San Diego Superior Court facilities described above participated in the project. The
original research design proposed a total of 3,325 interviews to be conducted: 2,500 in
English and 825 by court interpreters in languages other than English.

To proportion the surveys among the ten facilities, the Special Projects Unit staff calculated
the average daily volume (ADV) of visitors based upon the number of persons entering the
court facilities via the weapons screening stations. The ADV does not include persons who
enter the facilities through the court employee or law enforcement personnel entrances as
these court users were not included in the survey. It was determined that a minimum of
200 interviews per facility would both provide a sufficient number of surveys for statistical
analysis and meet the ADV proportion.  Due to the high number of visitors at the Central
Court and the Hall of Justice, it was proposed that additional interviews be conducted at
these locations to more closely match the relative proportion of the ADV (Hall of Justice,
440; Central Court, 430).

The Court was also interested in the opinions of court users who do not speak English. The
project design included 825 additional interviews to be conducted in languages other than
English. The ADV of court users requesting an interpreter provided the basis for
proportioning the other-than-English (OTE) interviews. The Special Projects Unit staff
analyzed requests for interpreters and determined that Spanish was the most requested
language by non-English speaking court users. Therefore, the Court elected to conduct the
majority (625 of 825) of OTE interviews in Spanish, by court interpreters. Interviews were
divided proportionately (using ADV) among the main facilities in each of the four regions:
San Diego Central Courthouse (265; 42%); East County (137; 22%); North County (Vista and
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San Marcos) (124, 20%); and South County (99, 16%). The balance of additional surveys
(200) was reserved for interviews in languages other than Spanish. These interviews were
conducted by court interpreters in the other languages most often requested by non-
English speaking court users (Vietnamese, Tagalog, Laotian, and Cambodian). The ADV for
each facility is presented in Appendix A, Table A-1.

SURVEY DESIGN

The San Diego Superior Court and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
collaborated on the design of the survey instrument. The survey questions were largely
derived from the Trial Court Performance Standards developed by the National Center for
State Courts. The survey addressed the needs of court users by asking respondents a
variety of questions related to:

•  finding the building, offices, and courtrooms
•  using the facilities
•  obtaining information (prior to the court visit and while at the court)
•  the helpfulness of court personnel
•  the usefulness of written communications from the court
•  and the perception of the clarity of the court procedures and proceedings.

The survey also provided several opportunities for respondents to offer suggestions for
improvement, or to state why something was not useful or helpful. The survey was
designed to be conducted in person by trained interviewers.

Pretest

After the Superior Court Special Projects Unit and SANDAG agreed upon the survey
questions, staff members from SANDAG conducted a pretest of approximately 100
interviews at three different court facilities.

Results from the pretest showed that a few minor modifications to the formatting of the
survey were necessary to reduce missed skip-patterned questions and increase clarity and
respondent understanding. The responses from pretest surveys were entered into a
computer program and analyzed using Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS)
software and programs. The purpose for this preliminary analysis was to examine survey
effectiveness to obtain sufficient data from which to compare responses from the proposed
questions. All modifications to the survey instrument were approved by the San Diego
Superior Court Special Projects Unit staff.

Adjustments to the Proposed Number of Surveys

In the original research design, the number of English interviews planned for the Hall of
Justice and Central Court was 430 and 440, respectively. However, during the time period
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that interviewers were surveying court users (June, July, August, and September 2000),
interviewers were unable to obtain the number of eligible respondents originally planned,
but were able to obtain well over the minimum of 200 per facility which provided statistical
validity (351 at the Hall of Justice; 347 at Central Court).

Similar difficulties were experienced in obtaining the proposed number of surveys
conducted in languages other than Spanish or English (Vietnamese, Tagalog, Laotian, or
Cambodian). The Court does not have control over the number of visitors requesting an
interpreter on any given day, and therefore could not ensure that the desired number of
surveys was obtained in these languages. Therefore, the research design was modified to
include respondents requesting an interpreter in any language. Overall, court interpreters
were able to conduct the following interviews: 17 in Vietnamese; 13 in Laotian/Cambodian;
six in Tagalog; and 12 in various other languages. Most of these interviews were conducted
at either the Central Court or the South Bay Regional Facility and are included in the
analyses, together with the Spanish interviews, as “other-than-English.” Two of the
interviews conducted in Vietnamese and four of the interviews in ‘other’ languages were
ultimately excluded from the analysis because they were the only “other-than-English”
interviews conducted at one of the facilities and not a sufficient number for statistical
analysis. However, the responses were tabulated and provided to the Court for
informational purposes.

INTERVIEWER TRAINING AND SUPERVISION

Interviewers hired by the San Diego Superior Court for this project were court retirees, or
current employees of the Court and assigned to this project. All participated in a half-day
training session. To encourage consistent interview techniques, staff were trained in one
single session. During the training session, standardized methods for interviewing
respondents and recording their answers were presented. Each interviewer was provided a
notebook containing detailed instructions, several blank ‘practice’ surveys, an overall
description of the project, an interview schedule, and other administrative paperwork.
Interviewers were asked to review the instructions and return the completed practice
surveys to SANDAG researchers. Thirty-two interviewers worked on this project.

Site Coordinators

One supervisor at each court was selected as a ‘Site Coordinator’ for that facility. The Site
Coordinator’s responsibilities included providing access to any restricted areas needed by
interviewers, authorizing interviewers’ time sheets, and securing the ‘Site Box.’ The Site
Box contained clipboards, signs, office supplies, and surveys.  The Site Coordinator was
also responsible for contacting SANDAG if a problem arose related to the project at their
facility.
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SAMPLING

Interviewers were instructed to locate themselves near the exits of each courthouse and ask
every court visitor leaving the building to participate in the project. This procedure was
modified at the Hall of Justice: the majority of eligible respondents at this location were at
the business office, which is where interviewers positioned themselves. In an effort to
obtain a cross section of court visitors, interviewers were scheduled each day of the
workweek and during each hour the courts were open for business. Survey participants
were given a packet of Post-it® notes with the Court's seal and Web Site address as a token
of appreciation for their participation.

Not all court visitors were eligible to participate. One of the objectives of the project was to
learn the opinions of court users who are not familiar with the justice system. For purposes
of this project, court users were people who were conducting business with the court.
Therefore, persons currently employed by a justice-related public or private agency were
excluded from the project. This precluded participation of police officers, attorneys (public
and private), and personnel employed by a federal, state, city, or county courthouse, jail,
prison, or a district attorney’s office. Jurors were not selected to participate because the
Court currently surveys them. Based on a standardized format, interviewers asked
questions to determine the eligibility of the respondent as soon as the interview began. If an
interview was initiated with an ineligible participant, the respondent was politely excused.

The sample of respondents, thus, was a convenience sample with specific exceptions.

Tally Sheets

Tally sheets were provided and interviewers were asked to document the number of
potential respondents they contacted during their workday. The tally sheets included
columns to record the number of completed interviews, the number of people that refused
to participate, and the number of people that were willing but had not yet finished with
their business at the court. Interviewers were instructed to fax a completed tally sheet to
SANDAG researchers at the end of their shift. SANDAG staff used the data from the tally
sheets to track the number of completed surveys and inform interviewers when the
required number of interviews had been achieved. Survey forms were collected and
reviewed for completion and accuracy.

SURVEY REVIEW

SANDAG researchers routinely collected surveys from each facility. The surveys were
counted and reviewed. Open-ended responses were examined for similarities, and
comments found to be related were coded accordingly for data entry. All other open-ended
responses were entered into a computer Word file and provided to the Special Projects Unit
staff at the completion of the project. Data from all surveys were entered into a computer
file and analyzed using Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS) software and
programs.
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DATA ANALYSES

Some respondents elected not to answer all of the survey questions. The percentages in the
tables are based upon the total number of individuals responding to each question,
excluding those who chose not to answer. Therefore, total respondents vary from question
to question, as noted on the tables. In addition, percentages on tables may not add to 100
due to either rounding or multiple response options. The overall percentages and raw
number of responses for each question are presented in Appendix C.

Tables in the report are based on both simple analysis of the frequencies and cross-
tabulations of respondent socio-demographic characteristics. Respondents are also
compared by the number of visits made to the facilities, case types, and across courts.
Additionally, respondents involved in litigation are compared by whether or not they were
represented by an attorney. Litigants (defendants/respondents, or plaintiffs/petitioners)
without the assistance of legal representation are commonly identified in the courts as ‘In
Pro Per’ litigants. Comparisons in this report of In Pro Per respondents to those with an
attorney included litigants who were at court for any type of case: civil, criminal, probate,
family law, or juvenile matters.

The vast majority of respondents at all court facilities responded positively to many of the
questions presented. Therefore, only a few cross-tabulation comparisons resulted in a
difference of statistical significance. Cross-tabulation comparisons that did achieve
statistical significance are presented. Other comparisons are presented to provide a basis
for discussion of the results. However, not every question is presented comparing the
respondent characteristics delineated above. It can be inferred that any cross-tabulations
not included showed (1) no statistical significance, and (2) differences in percentages were
minor.
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RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

INTRODUCTION

A sample of respondents representing a cross section of English-speaking court users was
obtained by scheduling interviewers at each facility on various days of the week, both
morning and afternoon. Interviewers asked every person to participate as they exited the
facility. A sample of interviews with non English-speaking court users was obtained from
those who requested an interpreter and cases assigned to the court calendar that included
an interpreter (interviews were conducted by an interpreter). Results from the data
analyses confirm that this process achieved the goal of sampling a cross section of court
users. Overall, 3,045 respondents were interviewed and included in the data analysis. This
chapter presents the demographic profile of respondents, the characteristics that describe
the reason they visited the court (type of matter and stakeholder category), and how many
times they had visited the court prior to the interview.

RESPONDENT PROFILE

Interviewers asked respondents to provide their age, ethnicity, and level of education. If a
respondent declined to provide the information, interviewers were instructed not to
presume these characteristics. Fewer than two percent of respondents elected not to provide
this information. Table 2.1 presents the overall demographic profile of respondents.

Age. The majority of respondents were under the age of 55. Forty-four percent (44%) were
between the ages of 18 and 34, and eleven percent were age 55 and older (Table 2.1).

Gender. More than half of all respondents were men (56%), and consequently the balance
(44%) of respondents were women (Table 2.1).

Ethnicity. Forty percent (40%) of all respondents stated their ethnicity as Hispanic, 39
percent said White, 12 percent said African American, seven percent indicated Asian, and
two percent indicated some other ethnicity (including Native American) (Table 2.1).

Education Level. More than half of all respondents had attended college. Twenty-nine
percent (29%) attended ‘some’ college, 20 percent earned at least a four year degree, and
seven percent indicated that they had attended a vocational or trade school. Twenty-three
percent (23%) of respondents’ highest level of education was a high school diploma, and
about the same percentage (22%) had not graduated from high school (Table 2.1).
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Table 2.1
Respondent Demographics

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Age Percent Gender Percent

18 to 34 44% Male 56%
35 to 54 45% Female 44%
55 and older 11%

Ethnicity Level of Education  

African American 12% Less than 9th grade 11%
Asian / Pacific Islander 7% Some high school 11%
Hispanic 40% High school diploma / G.E.D. 23%
Native American 1% Vocational or trade school 7%
White 39% Some college 29%
Other 1% Four year degree or more 20%

Respondents 2,995 Respondents   3,017

Respondents  
Respondents  

3,018
3,004

Respondent Demographics by Facility. Demographic characteristics were also compared
across court facilities, and selected results are presented in the following tables.

Age by Facility. Table 2.2 presents respondent age by facility visited. At Juvenile Court, 60
percent of respondents were in the mid-range category (35 to 54), which is a reflection of
parents accompanying their children to court. Although a greater percentage of Hall of
Justice respondents (20%) were over 55 years of age (other facilities ranged from 5% to
15%), the differences are not statistically significant.

Table 2.2
Age by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

18 to 34 43% 57% 41% 57% 42% 34% 47% 42% 47% 32%

35 to 54 45% 37% 46% 36% 47% 46% 48% 51% 38% 60%

55 and older 11% 6% 13% 8% 11% 20% 5% 8% 15% 8%

Respondents 376 297 275 280 649 351 197 200 201 192
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
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Ethnicity by Facility. A statistically significant difference is found in the ethnicity of
respondents across courts (Table 2.3). For instance, Hispanic respondents comprised 70
percent at the South County Regional Center compared to the Hispanic representation at
other courts (ranging from 53% at Central Court to 13% the Kearny Mesa Facility). There is
also a significant difference in the percentage of African American respondents at each
court site, ranging from 25 percent (Madge Bradley) to five percent (Vista).

Table 2.3
Ethnicity by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

African American 7% 6% 5% 8% 13% 16% 20% 25% 15% 14%
Asian 2% 8% 3% 3% 9% 8% 8% 7% 12% 8%
White 41% 14% 50% 44% 24% 55% 40% 41% 57% 45%
Hispanic 47% 70% 40% 41% 53% 16% 30% 26% 13% 30%
Other 3% 2% 1% 4% 2% 4% 2% 1% 3% 4%

Respondents 377 295 276 275 643 343 198 198 198 192

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Results are significant at .05 percent. 

Level of Education Attained by Facility. A significant difference was also noted among
respondents when comparing educational levels across courts (Table 2.4). A greater
percentage (41%) of respondents at the Central Courthouse had not completed high school
compared to other facilities (ranging from 30% at East County to 4% at Kearny Mesa).
Along the same lines, a greater percentage of respondents at the Hall of Justice (38%)
reported having earned a four-year college degree compared to other facilities (ranging
from 33% at Kearny Mesa to 12% at Central Court). At Central Court, about one-half of the
respondents did not speak English and were therefore interviewed by an interpreter
(interpreter interviews were also conducted at several other courts). To determine if the
results indicating a statistically significant difference in educational level were tied in any
way to those interviewed by an interpreter, this group of respondents was filtered out of
the data and the cross-tabulation was re-examined, with no change in significance (not
shown).
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Table 2.4
Education Level by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

12th grade or less 30% 25% 22% 19% 41% 5% 8% 6% 4% 19%
H.S. Graduate 26% 29% 23% 26% 21% 14% 20% 26% 15% 26%
Vocational College 7% 5% 4% 6% 7% 8% 9% 9% 9% 9%
Some College 22% 26% 31% 31% 20% 35% 39% 39% 39% 33%
Four-year Degree 15% 15% 20% 18% 12% 38% 24% 20% 33% 13%

Respondents 377 300 276 280 645 349 202 196 201 191

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Results are significant at .05 percent. 

Respondents’ Language. The majority of respondents (78%) were interviewed in English
(Table 2.5). In addition, interviews were also conducted with respondents who requested
the services of a court interpreter. Most of the interviews not conducted in English were
completed in Spanish (21%). A few respondents, as noted, were interviewed in other
languages. Respondents were interviewed in languages other than English at the following
facilities: Central Court (308); East County (140); South County (100); Vista (70); and San
Marcos (53) (not shown).

Table 2.5
Respondents’ Language

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number
English 78% 2,374
Spanish 21% 627
Vietnamese <1 % 15
Laotian <1 % 13
Tagalog <1 % 6
Arabic/ other <1 % 10

Respondents 100% 3,045
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
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Respondents’ Residence. Respondents were asked to provide the postal code (zip code) of
their residence. Fewer than two percent of respondents declined to give this information to
the interviewer. Postal codes were classified according to the four main regions in San
Diego County (North, South, East, and the City of San Diego), as well as “Other California”
areas and “Out of State” areas. The “Out of State” category includes respondents from
Mexico. Most (44%) respondents live in the City of San Diego (Table 2.6), followed by 17
percent in North County, and 12 percent each in East and South County.

Table 2.6
Respondents’ Residence

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

P e rc e n t N u m b e r

C ity  o f S a n  D iego 4 4 % 1 ,3 2 8
N orth  C ou n ty 1 7 % 5 2 3
E a st C o u n ty 1 2 % 3 6 0
S o u th  C o u n ty 1 2 % 3 6 6
O th er  C a lifo rn ia 4 % 1 3 3
O u t o f S ta te 1 0 % 2 8 5

R e s p on d e n ts 1 0 0 % 2 ,9 9 5
SO U R C E : Sa n  D ieg o  A sso ci a tio n  o f  G o v ernm ents

Respondents’ Residence by Facility. Respondents’ place of residence was also compared
by facility. The data indicate that the majority of respondents live near the court they
visited. However, some variances in that finding were noted at a few of the facilities. For
example, 13 percent of San Marcos respondents live out of state and 12 percent live outside
the county (Table 2.7). As might be expected, South County Regional Center had the
greatest percentage (16%) of out of state respondents, which includes visitors from Mexico.

Table 2.7
Respondents’ Residence by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

San Diego City 26% 21% 8% 7% 69% 67% 60% 63% 65% 42%
North County 2% 2% 71% 66% 6% 8% 9% 7% 10% 10%
East County 53% 3% 0% 0% 5% 8% 10% 7% 9% 21%
South County 6% 54% 2% 3% 10% 6% 11% 11% 6% 13%
Outside SD County 4% 4% 6% 12% 4% 3% 2% 4% 3% 3%
Out of State 9% 16% 12% 13% 6% 8% 9% 8% 8% 11%

Respondents 372 301 264 276 644 348 200 198 198 194
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
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Type of Matter

The Court was interested in knowing not only the socio-demographic differences of
respondents, but also types of matters, or reasons, people had come to court. Interviewers
asked respondents to choose from a list of categories to identify the reason they had come
to court on the day they were interviewed. The largest portion of court users interviewed
(49%) were at court because of a criminal matter (which includes traffic offenses) (Table
2.8). Respondents in the Other category include those who came to watch trials, to visit an
employee of the court, to conduct research, or "just for fun."

Table 2.8
Type of Matter

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

What type of matter  brought you to the court today?

Percent Number

Criminal/Traffic 49% 1,490
Civil 20% 607
Family Law 19% 589
Juvenile 6% 185
Probate 2% 58
Other 3% 99

Total 100% 3,028

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Type of Matter by Facility. Many of the San Diego Superior Court facilities handle specific
matters. For example, the Kearny Mesa Facility only handles traffic cases and small claims
matters (civil cases under $5,000). Therefore, the respondent’s type of matter when
compared across facilities generally reflects the matters that each court handles (Table 2.9).

Table 2.9
Type of Matter by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Civil 14% 11% 25% <1% 8% 89% <1% 13% 25% 5%
Probate 0% 0% 3% 0% 1% <1% 0% 21% 0% 1%
Family Law 20% 11% 25% 0% 16% 2% 96% 50% 0% 5%
Criminal1 63% 76% 41% 96% 70% 2% 0% 10% 74% 3%
Juvenile 1% 1% 3% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 87%
Other   2% 2% 3% 4% 5% 5% 3% 6% 0% 0%

Respondents 377 303 274 279 651 350 202 197 201 194

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

1 Includes traffic matters
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Stakeholder Category

Stakeholder, for this project, is a description of who the survey participant is relative to the
reason he or she came to court. For example, the stakeholder category of a person who filed
a case is a Petitioner or Plaintiff. Half of those interviewed for this project were either a
Defendant or a Respondent in a court action (Table 2.10). Twenty percent (20%) were either
a Plaintiff or Petitioner, and about the same percentage (19%) were either a friend or family
member of someone who was at court. Participants in the Other category include those
affiliated with the media, a community organization, social services, and persons who were
at court for personal reasons.

Table 2.10
Stakeholder Category

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

W h at broug h t you to  th e court tod ay ?

Pe rce nt N um b e r

D efen da n t / R espon den t 5 0 % 1 ,5 1 0
Pla in tiff /  Petition er 2 0 % 6 1 2
Frien d / Fa m ily 1 9 % 5 6 5
A ttorn ey Service 4 % 1 2 5
W itn ess or V ic tim 3 % 7 9
O th er 4 % 1 3 2

T ota l 1 0 0 % 3 ,0 2 3
SO U R C E: San D ieg o Association o f  Gov ernm ents

Stakeholder by Facility. The stakeholder category of survey participants generally reflects
the type of matter heard at each court. For example, 78 percent of those interviewed at
Juvenile Court were in the category of family or friend (Table 2.11).

Table 2.11
Stakeholder Category by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Defendant / Resp. 61% 64% 41% 91% 56% 19% 22% 34% 74% 14%
Plaintiff / Pet. 19% 13% 27% 1% 8% 37% 62% 38% 17% 5%
Friend / Family 17% 17% 16% 6% 23% 8% 8% 17% 7% 78%
Witness or Victim 2% 1% 5% <1% 6% 1% <1% 3% <1% 3%
Attorney Service 0% 2% 5% 0% 1% 24% 2% 3% 1% 0%
Other 2% 3% 7% 2% 6% 11% 4% 6% 0% 1%

Respondents 375 302 274 279 651 347 202 198 201 194
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
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Type of Matter by Stakeholder. The type of matter of survey participants was also
compared by stakeholder category. Seventy-six percent (76%) of participants who were
with an attorney service were at court for a civil matter (Table 2.12). Most Defendants (75%)
were at court for a criminal matter and nearly all of the Plaintiffs or Petitioners were at
court for either a family law case (46%) or a civil matter (45%). Of those who were at court
as friends or family members, most (46%) were at court for a criminal case and 26 percent
were at court for a juvenile matter. Witnesses or victims were primarily at court for a
criminal, civil, or family law case. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of the survey participants
who did not identify themselves by any of the stakeholder categories, also did not identify
themselves as at court for any particular matter. Persons in this group include those who
indicated that they were at court "to have lunch with a friend," "for a job interview," or "just
for fun."

Table 2.12
Type of Matter by Stakeholder

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Witness / 
Victim

Plaintiff / 
Petitioner

Defendant / 
Respondent

Friend / 
Family

Attorney 
Service Other

Civil 21% 45% 9% 7% 76% 29%
Probate 4% 3% <1% 3% 5% 5%
Family Law 13% 46% 13% 14% 8% 12%
Criminal 1 55% 4% 75% 46% 3% 23%
Juvenile 8% 1% 2% 26% 0% 2%
Other 0% 1% 1% 5% 8% 29%

Respondents 78 611 1,507 561 123 129
1 Includes traffic matters
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Familiarity with Court

To compare the opinions of first-time court users to those who were more familiar with the
court, respondents were asked to indicate the number of times they had been to the facility
at which they were interviewed. Responses were placed into the following categories: first-
time visitor, two to five previous visits, and six or more visits. Additionally, those who
indicated they had previously visited the court were also asked to estimate how many
months had passed since their last visit. Their responses were categorized in the following
manner: one month or less, two to six months, seven to 12 months, and 13 months or more.
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Overall, 45 percent of survey respondents had been to the facility between two and five
times previously, about one-third (33%) were at court for the first time, and 23 percent had
been to the court six times or more (Table 2.13).

Table 2.13
Number of Court Visits

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

First time 33% 992
Two to five 45% 1,360
Six or more 23% 693

Total 101% 3,045
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Is this the first time you've been to this facility? If not, 
approximately how many times have you been here 
before today?

Number of Visits by Facility. First-time and repeat visitors were also compared across
facilities. The percentage of visitors at court for the first time, or two to five times, is similar
for most of the courts (Table 2.14). Significant differences were found among those who had
been to the court six times or more (ranging from 47% at the Hall of Justice to 5% at the San
Marcos facility). As previously noted, many Hall of Justice respondents were from an
attorney service filing court actions at the business office, which explains why they had
been to the court on numerous occasions.

Table 2.14
Number of Court Visits by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

First time 29% 31% 30% 44% 30% 31% 33% 38% 37% 28%
Two to five 42% 47% 44% 51% 49% 22% 48% 49% 51% 52%
Six or more 29% 22% 26% 5% 21% 47% 19% 14% 12% 20%

Respondents 379 303 276 282 655 351 202 200 203 194
Results significant at .05 percent. 

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Is this the first time you've been to this facility? If not, approximately how many times have you been 
here before today? 



30

Number of Months Since Last Visit. Survey participants who had been to the facility on
previous occasions were asked to estimate the number of months that had passed since
their last visit. More than half (53%) responded that they had been to the court less than one
month prior to the interview (Table 2.15).

Table 2.15
Number of Months Since Last Visit

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent N um ber

O ne month or less 53% 1,078
2  to 6  months 21% 423
7  to 12 months 9% 193
13 months or more 17% 356

Total 100% 2,050
SOUR CE: San Diego Association of Governments

Approxim ately  how  long  has it been since you 
have been to th is facility?

Number of Months Since Last Visit by Facility. Repeat visitors were also compared across
facilities. As might be expected, there was a significant difference in respondents at the Hall
of Justice who had been to the court during the preceding month (85%) compared to
respondents at other facilities (Table 2.16). Other court facilities ranged from 63 percent at
the Madge Bradley Facility to 28 percent at the Kearny Mesa Facility.

Table 2.16
Number of Months Since Last Visit by Facility
San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

One month or less 48% 44% 61% 36% 47% 85% 54% 63% 28% 54%
2 to 6 months 19% 24% 21% 16% 24% 7% 18% 33% 22% 27%
7 to 12 months 11% 13% 8% 11% 11% 4% 10% 3% 10% 10%
13 months or more 22% 19% 10% 37% 18% 3% 17% 1% 40% 9%

Respondents 268 209 193 157 456 243 136 124 125 139
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Approximately how long has it been since you have been to this facility?
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SUMMARY

The data indicate that a cross section of respondents was obtained from the sampling of
court users. The majority of respondents are under 55 years of age, more than half are men
(56%), and respondent ethnicity is diverse. More than half of all court users interviewed
had attended college or hold a college degree. The type of matter and stakeholder category
of respondents generally reflects the types of cases heard at each respective court. The most
often interviewed participant is a defendant in a criminal matter (which includes traffic
cases). Finally, about one-third (33%) of respondents are first-time visitors to the court and
of those who had been to the court previously, more than half had visited the court within
the preceding month.



CHAPTER 3
SURVEY RESULTS
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SURVEY RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

This venture was a momentous effort by the San Diego Superior Court. The Court
proposed to interview more than 3,000 court users to determine their opinions about the
capacity of the Court to meet their needs, provide efficient and appropriate services, and to
facilitate access to court services. The Court also chose to conduct interviews with
respondents both in English and Spanish, as well as in other languages with persons who
requested the services of court interpreters, to ensure that the opinions of a variety of court
users were included in the analysis.

Consideration was given to the selection of interviewers, which included both males and
females of diverse ethnicity and age, in an effort to encourage respondent participation.
The research plan was successful in obtaining more than three thousand interviews from a
cross section of court users, including those involved in civil and criminal cases, juvenile
and adult cases, and men and women of diverse ethnicity who spoke English, Spanish, and
other languages. Furthermore, interviews were conducted both in the morning and
afternoon and on every day of the workweek to minimize variances based on court
calendars. This chapter presents the results of the analyses of these findings.

Issues Addressed in Interviews

The questions identified the reason for coming to the court; the type of respondent, e.g.
plaintiff, defendant, witness; how easy or difficult it was to find the facility, courtroom or
office; the respondent’s opinion of court personnel; and, the adequacy of services received.

Overview of Findings

The findings indicate that court users of the San Diego Superior Court were generally
satisfied with the court’s services, pleased with the court personnel, able to find their way
around, and offered meaningful suggestions for improvements. The responses of survey
participants were examined by demographic and case characteristics, and by court
facilities. Since there was a high degree of consensus across courts for most questions,
limited sub-analyses were conducted.
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BUSINESS AT THE COURT

About half of the respondents (45%, 1,350 participants) stated that they had been inside a
courtroom (not shown). As noted in the previous chapter, about half of the respondents
were at court for a criminal matter (including traffic), 20 percent were at court for a civil
matter, and about 19 percent were there  for a family law matter (Table 2.8).

Courtroom Visitors

A large majority of respondents who were inside a courtroom (87%) indicated that the
proceedings were easy to follow and understand. In fact, only 178 respondents stated
otherwise (Table 3.1). When the data are compared across courts and respondent
demographics, few differences are noted; however, those of interest are presented below.

Table 3.1
Ability to Understand Proceedings

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Yes 87% 1,149
No 13% 178

Total 100% 1,327

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

If you were in a courtroom, were the proceedings 
easy to follow and understand?

Ability to Understand Proceedings by Ethnicity. With the exception of one ethnic group
(Other), 82 percent or more of all ethnic groups thought the proceedings were easy to
follow and understand (Table 3.2).  Of the 23 respondents in the Other ethnic group, 70
percent still felt the proceedings were easily followed and understood.

Table 3.2
Ability to Understand Proceedings by Ethnicity

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

If you were in a courtroom, were the proceedings easy to follow and understand?

African 
American Asian Hispanic White Other

Yes 89% 82% 85% 91% 70%
No 11% 18% 15% 9% 30%

Respondents 140 88 669 389 23
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
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Ability to Understand Proceedings by Language. Over 80 percent of all respondents
thought the courtroom proceedings were easy to follow and understand (Table 3.1).
However, given that courtroom proceedings are conducted in English, it is not unexpected
that a slightly higher percentage of respondents who were interviewed in English,
compared to those interviewed in another language, agreed that the proceedings were easy
to follow and understand (88% versus 84%) (Table 3.3).

Table 3.3
 Ability to Understand Proceedings by Language

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

English
Other than 

English

Yes 88% 84%
No 12% 16%

Respondents 813 514
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

If you were in a courtroom, were the proceedings 
easy to follow and understand?

Ability to Understand Proceedings by Other Characteristics. There were no significant
differences in the ability of respondents to understand courtroom proceedings when
responses were compared by gender, age, type of case, stakeholder category, attorney
representation, number of visits, or across courts.
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Business Office Visitors

Respondents were asked if they “conducted any court business outside a courtroom” on
the day they were interviewed. Table 3.4 presents the percentage of respondents who
indicated they did conduct business at the court (56%). This is nearly the precise
complement of the proportion of participants that were inside a courtroom (45%)
(previously discussed on page 30). At first glance, based on these findings, it would appear
that court visitors were either inside a courtroom or conducting other business. However,
Table 3.5 dispels that conclusion: thirty-two percent (32%) of respondents who were at
court conducting business were also inside a courtroom. Interestingly, 39 percent of
respondents who said they did not conduct court business also said they were not inside a
courtroom (Table 3.5). When the data were examined further, these respondents were at
court for all types of matters, represented each stakeholder category, and spanned all
demographic groups. These respondents also include those who came to court to "observe
trials," "look around," "meet a friend," and "just for fun."

Table 3.4
Business Office Visitors

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Pe rce nt N um be r

Yes 5 6 % 1 ,7 0 2
No 4 4 % 1 ,3 4 3

Tota l 1 0 0 % 3 ,0 4 5

SO U R C E: San D ieg o Associa tion of  Gov ernm ents

D id  y ou cond uct any  court business outsid e o f a  
courtroom ?

R esults sig nificant a t .0 5  p ercent. 

Table 3.5
Business Office Visitors by Courtroom Visitors
San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Yes No

W ere inside a  courtroom 32% 61%
W ere not inside a  courtroom 68% 39%

Respondents 1,694 1,339
Results significant at .05  percent.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Did you conduct any court business outside  of a 
courtroom?
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AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

The San Diego Superior Court provides several means by which the public can obtain
information prior to visiting the court, such as calling the facility, accessing the Court’s
Internet Web site, and writing a letter to either the business office or the judge. After they
have arrived at the facility, visitors also have the following mechanisms available for their
use: directories, maps, signs, and staffed “information booths” to assist them in locating the
office or courtroom they need. In some instances, the court sends a computer-generated
letter, summons, or hearing notice, prior to a court visit.

To examine the respondent’s opinion about the availability of information, participants
were asked whether or not they utilized any of these different methods of communicating
with the court and, if so, how helpful it was to them. If respondents indicated it was not
helpful, they were asked to provide an explanation or suggestions for improvement.

Received Prior Communication from the Court

Overall, 40 percent of respondents (1,200) received a written communication from the court
prior to their visit (See Appendix Table A-2). The majority (68%) of these respondents
agreed that the letter provided all of what they needed to know prior to coming to court
(Table 3.6). Only six percent reported that the letter provided “none” of what they needed
to know before coming to court.

Table 3.6
Usefulness of Letter

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent N um ber

A ll 6 8% 8 19
Som e 2 6% 3 15
None 6 % 6 6

Total 1 00 % 1 ,20 0

SOUR C E: San Dieg o Association of Governments

The letter p rov ided…of w h at you need ed  to  
know to com e to court?

Usefulness of Letter by Demographic and Case Characteristics. No statistical differences
regarding the usefulness of the letter were found among respondents when the data were
compared by age group, gender, or ethnicity. The same is true by case type (matter and
stakeholder group), In Pro Per respondents, and by familiarity of the facility (first-time or
return visitors). This is due in large part to the small number of respondents (66) who
indicated the letter provided “none” of what they needed to know (Table 3.6).

Usefulness of Letter by Language. The data were also compared by those who were
interviewed in English and those who were interviewed by a court interpreter in another
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language. Proportionately fewer participants interviewed in English (67%) compared to
those interviewed in another language (71%) agreed that the letter provided “all” of what
they needed to know prior to coming to court (Table 3.7). However, the results are not
statistically significant. The Court is able to provide useful information through its letter to
English-speaking court users and those who utilize interpreters.

Table 3.7
Usefulness of Letter by Language

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

English
Other than 

English

All 67% 71%
Some 27% 23%
None 5% 6%

Respondents 941 259
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Did the letter provide all, some or none of what you 
needed to know?

Usefulness of Letter by Facility. The data were also compared across courts to determine if
the usefulness of the letter is associated with the facility. The responses “some” and “none”
were collapsed into one category. Table 3.8 shows that, after combining the responses, there
is a difference in opinion regarding the usefulness of the letter when compared across
courts. A greater proportion of Madge Bradley (84%) and Juvenile Court (81%) respondents
agreed that the letter did provide all of the needed information. In spite of this, there are
relatively no similarities between the types of matters heard at these two courts to help
explain this finding. The data also show that respondents from three courts in particular
were more likely than other court users to indicate that the letter did not provide all of
what they needed to know (Hall of Justice, 50%; San Marcos, 41%; and Kearny Mesa, 38%).
Both the San Marcos and Kearny Mesa Facilities primarily hear traffic matters, which may
account for the similarity in this finding. However, this is not the case with the Hall of
Justice, which hears a wide variety of civil cases.
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Table 3.8
Usefulness of Letter by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

All 78% 71% 66% 59% 65% 50% 70% 84% 62% 81%

Some/none 22% 29% 34% 41% 35% 50% 30% 16% 38% 19%

Respondents 162 124 87 175 236 60 53 69 132 102

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Did the letter provide all, some or none of what you needed to know?

Results significant at .05 percent. 

How Could the Letter Be More Helpful?

Participants who said the letter only provided “some” or “none” of what they needed to
know were asked how the letter could have been more helpful.  Respondents provided a
variety of explanations, the summary of which are presented below. The number after each
comment indicates the number of respondents who stated a similar reason.

“The letter would have been more helpful if it …”

•  had more information (directions, or phone number) (218)
•  was easier to understand (it was confusing) (56)
•  was in my language (31)
•  would have been correct (it was incorrect) (20)
•  told me what to expect (5)
•  explained step by step solutions to my ticket
•  got to me in a timely manner – I got the letter yesterday afternoon
•  explained what the hearing was for, and if a person could re-schedule
•  said you had to pay in addition to traffic school
•  explained what the violation was, exactly
•  was sent closer to the date of appearance
•  would have told me the correct time to appear (it said '7:15' or '11:15') – you

really need to get there as early as you can
•  would have been in both English and Spanish.
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Actions to Obtain Information Prior to Court Visit

Survey participants were asked a series of questions about their actions to get information
prior to coming to court. When asked whether or not they called or wrote the court,
accessed the Court’s Web site, did something else, or did nothing prior to coming to court,
the majority of court users (74%) indicated that they did nothing prior to their arrival at the
court (not shown).

Call the Court

The San Diego Superior Court provides, in the local telephone directory, an extensive list of
phone numbers to their facilities and administrative offices. Many of the phones at each
court are initially answered by an electronic messaging system, also known as a ‘phone-
tree.’ Twenty percent (20%) of survey participants called the court prior to their arrival
(Table 3.9).

Internet Web site

The San Diego Superior Court maintains a comprehensive Internet Web site, which
provides substantial information to the public regarding the locations of its facilities
(including maps), court rules and processes, services provided, employment and volunteer
opportunities, press releases, and much more (See Appendix B). The Web site also provides
an opportunity for persons seeking resolution of their traffic citation by means of traffic
school to complete a course on-line. A listing (and the links) of approved courses are
available through their main Web page. The Court took the opportunity of this project to
inform respondents of their Internet home page by offering a small pad of Post-it® notes
listing their Web site address as a ‘thank-you’ gift to survey participants.

Analysis of the data reveals that just four percent of court users visited the Web site prior to
coming to court (Table 3.9). This may be due in part to a lack of awareness of the site, as
well as not knowing that the Court’s Web site provides useful information such as an
opportunity to complete on-line traffic school and court forms which can be printed out
and filed with the court. In fact, interviewers reported to SANDAG researchers that the
question about using the Web site often generated a response such as, “I did not know they
[the Court] had a Web site.”

Write to the Court

Only three percent of respondents wrote to the court or business office prior to their visit,
to obtain information regarding their case (Table 3.9).

Other Actions

Respondents were also provided an opportunity to inform the Court of other actions they
may have taken to get information about their case. Three percent (3%) reported such
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actions as, “spoke to an attorney,” “got information from a friend,” or “looked at a map.”
(Table 3.9).

Table 3.9
Actions Prior to Court Visit

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Call the court 20% 608
Visit Web site 4% 131
Write to court 3% 85
Did something else 3% 97

Respondents 3,045

Percentages are based on multiple responses.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Prior to coming here today, did you do or use one or more of 
the following to get information? (Affirmative responses)

Prior Actions by Case and Demographic Characteristics.

Responses were also compared by type of case and demographic characteristics. No
statistical difference was found among respondents by age, ethnicity, and stakeholder
comparisons. A greater proportion of In Pro Per respondents compared to those
represented by an attorney called the court (26% and 17%, respectively); however,
differences in their other prior actions were not significant (not shown). Differences by type
of matter, number of visits, language, gender, and educational level are presented below.

Prior Actions by Type of Matter. Table 3.10 shows a greater proportion of court visitors
involved in either a probate (26%) or family law (25%) matter called the court, compared to
those involved in other cases. Differences among case types for visiting the Web site or
writing the court were minimal.

Prior Actions by Number of Visits. Although the differences are not statistically
significant, Table 3.11 shows that, as might be expected, there appears to be an association
between the number of visits and whether or not a visitor contacted the court prior to his or
her appearance.  First-time visitors (22%) were more likely to call the court than other
visitors (20%, two to five visits; 18%, six visits or more). Further analysis was conducted by
comparing first-time visitors to all others (regardless of the number of prior visits). Using
this approach, statistical significance was achieved for those who called the court (not
shown).
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Table 3.10
 Prior Actions by Type of Matter

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Civil Probate
Fam ily 

Law Crim inal1 Juvenile

Call the court 19% 26% 25% 15% 16%
Visit W eb site 6% 7% 4% 4% 0%
W rite to court 3% 2% 3% 3% 2%

Respondents 607 58 589 1,490 185
1  Includes Traffic 
Percentages are based  on multip le responses. Does not include 'Other' matters.
SOUR C E: San Diego Association of Governments

Prior to com ing here today, d id  you do or use one or m ore of the following to 
get inform ation? (Affirm ative responses)

Table 3.11
 Prior Actions by Number of Visits

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

First-time 
Visitor

Two to Five 
Visits

Six or More 
Visits

Call the court 22% 20% 18%
Visit Web site 4% 5% 5%
Write to court 2% 3% 2%

Respondents 992 1,360 693

Percentages are based on multiple responses.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Prior to coming here today, did you do or use one or more of the 
following to get information? (Affirmative responses)
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Prior Actions by Gender. A significantly greater proportion of women (24%) than men
(17%) called the court prior to visiting the facility (Table 3.12). Similar percentages of men
and women utilized the other two means of contacting the court.

Table 3.12
 Prior Actions by Gender

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

M en W omen

C all the C ourt1 17% 24%
Visit W eb site 5% 4%
W rite the court 3% 3%

Respondents 1,691 1,313

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
Percentages are based  on multip le responses.

Prior to  com ing  here today , d id  you do or use one or m ore of 
th e following to get inform ation?  (Affirm ative responses)

1 Results significant at .05  percent.

Prior Actions by Educational Level. Table 3.13 shows that respondents with higher
educational attainment were more likely than others to obtain information from the court
before their visit. More than twice the proportion of respondents with a college degree
(27%) called the court compared to those who did not graduate from high school (12%).

Table 3.13
 Prior Actions by Educational Level

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Le ss tha n  
H igh  School

H igh  School 
G ra dua te

Som e  
Colle ge

Colle ge  
D e gre e

C a ll th e court 1 2 % 1 9 % 2 2 % 2 7 %
V isit W eb site 4 % 2 % 4 % 8 %
W rite th e court 4 % 2 % 2 % 3 %

R e sponde nts 656 680 1,087 594

SO U R C E: San D ieg o Association o f  Gov ernm ents
Percentag es are based  on m ultip le resp onses.

Prior  to  com ing  h ere tod ay , d id  y ou d o  or use one or m ore o f th e 
fo llow ing  to  g et inform ation?  (A ffirm ativ e resp onses)

R esults sig nif icant at .0 5  p ercent. 
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Prior Actions by Language. Table 3.14 compares the prior actions of respondents
interviewed in English to those interviewed in another language. There are statistically
significant differences between the two groups. English-speaking court users were more
likely than non-English speaking respondents to have called the court. Twenty-two percent
(22%) of respondents interviewed in English called the court prior to their visit, compared
to 13 percent of those who were interviewed in another language. Conversely, more
respondents who interviewed in another language (5%) wrote to the court compared to two
percent of those interviewed in English.

Table 3.14
 Prior Actions by Language

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

English
O ther than 

English

Call the court1 22% 13%
Visit Web site 4% 5%
Write the court1 2% 5%

Respondents 2,374 671
1 Results significant at .05 percent. 
Percentages are based on multip le responses.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Prior to coming here today, did you do or use one or more of 
the following to get information? (Affirmative responses)

Prior Actions by Facility

Table 3.15 shows that there are differences in respondents’ prior actions when the data are
examined across courts. A greater percentage of San Marcos and Kearny Mesa respondents
(32% and 30%, respectively) called the court. This difference may be partially explained by
the type of matters handled at these courts; that is, misdemeanor traffic and small claims
cases. As for the other methods of communication, it should be noted that few respondents
used either the Web site or wrote the court, and therefore caution should be observed when
comparing these results by percentage points (representing a relatively small number of
affirmative responses distributed among ten facilities).
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Table 3.15
 Prior Actions by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Call the court 16% 14% 26% 32% 17% 16% 25% 18% 30% 14%
Visit Web site 2% 1% 8% 5% 2% 7% 6% 4% 5% 0%
Write the court 2% 1% 5% 5% 2% 3% 2% 1% 2% 2%

Respondents 379 303 276 282 655 351 202 200 203 194
Percentages are based on multiple responses. Results significant at .05 percent.

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
 

Prior to coming here today, did you do or use one or more of the following to get information? (Affirmative responses)

Helpfulness of Prior Actions

Survey participants who indicated that they had utilized one of these means of
communicating with the court were asked how helpful the method was in providing
information. Overall, 65 percent of those who called the court said it was helpful in
providing information (Table 3.16). About the same percentage (59%) indicated the Web
site was helpful, and 48 percent said writing the court was helpful. About one-third or
more reported that the action they took to obtain information was not helpful (ranging
from 40% of those who wrote the court to 27% of Web site users ).

Table 3.16
Helpfulness of Prior Actions

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

C a ll the  
C ourt

V isit W eb 
Site

W rite  the  
C ourt

Helpful 65 % 59 % 48 %
Neith er 7% 13 % 12 %
Not h elpful 28 % 27 % 40 %

R e sponde nts 597 128 83
SOUR C E: San Diego Association of Governments

H ow  help ful w as the fo llow ing ?
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Why Not Helpful? Survey participants who indicated that communication with the court
was not helpful were also asked to provide an explanation. Similar responses are presented
in Table 3.17. Percentages are based on the total number of respondents who provided an
explanation (131). Responses were not separated by type of method used; instead they were
grouped by similar reasons. For example, the response, “no answer,” applies to both those
who called the court and those who wrote the court. The difficulty in ascertaining
commonalties for the lack of usefulness of prior communication with the court stems from
two reasons. First, few respondents wrote the court or used the Web site and, secondly, of
those, most indicated that it was helpful (as presented in the previous table). Also, some
respondents who stated that it was not helpful did not provide any further explanation.

Table 3.17
Why Prior Actions Were Not Helpful

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent N umber

No answ er 34% 44
C ouldn't a ccess 26% 34
Insufficient information 17% 22
O ther 24% 31

Total 100% 131
SOUR C E: San Dieg o Association of  Governments

W h y wasn't it help ful?

Other Comments. The following quotes represent the majority of other comments offered
by survey participants as to why communication with the court was not helpful.

•  “The phone was always busy.”
•  “I could not talk to an actual person on the phone.”
•  “The phone tree did not give me the phone number I needed.”
•  “The phone number I was given was wrong.”
•  “Computer automated phone service, I hate it.”
•  “Calling the court was not helpful, because I could not get an operator.”
•  “The Web site was confusing, and did not supply the information I wanted.”
•  “The answering machine was only in English” (Note: this respondent was

interviewed in Spanish).
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Actions to Obtain Information After Arrival

As previously stated, the office directories, maps, and/or staffed information booths are
available at court facilities to assist visitors in locating the office or courtroom they need. In
an effort to assess the effectiveness and availability of information at each facility, survey
participants were asked if they utilized these aids after their arrival and, if so, how well it
assisted them. Respondents who indicated it was not helpful were also asked to provide
information as to why not.

Ask for Help

More than one-half (52%) of all respondents asked someone to assist them in locating the
office or courtroom they needed (Table 3.18). This includes those who asked security
officers stationed at the entrance of each facility, staff (volunteer or employees) located at
an information booth, or anyone they happened to encounter.

Directories, Maps, and Signs

Directories, maps, and signs are available for court users at each facility. However, given
that each court has different physical characteristics, it is logical that these items are located
in various places and are different in appearance (dependent on the age of the building, or
remodeling). Overall, 26 percent of court visitors used a directory, a map, and/or a sign to
locate the office or courtroom they needed (Table 3.18).

Table 3.18
Actions After Arrival to Court

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Ask someone 52% 1,595
Directory, Maps, Signs 26% 779
Other 1% 44

Respondents 3,045

Percentages are based on multiple responses.

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Once inside the building, did you do or use one or more of 
the following to locate the office or courtroom you needed? 
(Affirmative responses)
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Actions to Obtain Information After Arrival by Case and Demographic
Characteristics

Respondents’ actions to obtain information after their arrival to court were further
compared by case and demographic characteristics. No statistical differences were found
among survey participants by age, ethnicity, gender, and stakeholder comparisons.
Differences that were statistically significant when the data were compared by type of
matter, number of visits, attorney representation, language, and education, are described
below.

Actions at Court by Type of Matter. Table 3.19 shows that a greater percentage of
respondents at court for a juvenile matter (75%) asked someone for assistance than those
who came to court for other matters (ranging from 54% for a criminal matter to 40% (23
respondents) for a probate matter). There is a ten-point percentage difference among those
who utilized a directory, maps, or signs for assistance (ranging from 31% for probate
matters to 21% for civil matters).

Table 3.19
 Actions at Court by Type of Matter

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Civil Probate
Family 

Law Criminal1 Juvenile

Ask someone 45% 40% 52% 54% 75%

Directory, Maps, Signs 21% 31% 28% 26% 28%

Respondents 607 58 589 1,490 185
1  Includes Traffic 

Percentages are based on multiple responses. Results significant at .05 percent.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Once inside the building, did you do or use one or more of the following to locate 
the office or courtroom you needed? (Affirmative responses)

Actions at Court by Number of Visits. Predictably, nearly twice as many first-time visitors
asked for assistance in locating the office or courtroom they needed (64%) compared to
those who had been to the court at least six times previously (33%) (Table 3.20). However,
the differences are not as stark when first-time visitors are compared to those who had been
to the court between two and five visits (64% and 54%, respectively). Similar results are
found when the frequency of visits is compared by those who use the assistance of a
directory, map, or sign. As expected, as the number of visits increases, the proportion of
respondents who utilize one of these methods of obtaining information decreases.
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Table 3.20
 Actions at Court by Number of Visits

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

First-time 
Visitor

Two to Five 
Visits

Six or More 
Visits

Ask someone 64% 54% 33%
Directory, Maps, Signs 28% 28% 18%

Respondents 991 1,358 690

Percentages are based on multiple responses. Results significant at .05 percent.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Once inside the building, did you do or use one or more of the following to 
locate the office or courtroom you needed? (Affirmative responses)

Actions at Court by Attorney Representation.  Individuals who arrive at court for a matter
in which they are a litigant (Petitioner/Plaintiff or Respondent/Defendant) are either
represented by an attorney or handle the matter themselves. It is common practice to define
those who are not represented by an attorney as “In Pro Per.” More respondents
represented by an attorney (60%) compared to In Pro Per litigants (51%) asked someone for
assistance (Table 3.21). However, those represented by an attorney may not have made a
distinction between asking their attorney for help or asking court personnel. Conversely, a
greater proportion (27%) of In Pro Per participants utilized a directory, map, or sign
compared to those with an attorney (21%).

Table 3.21
 Actions at Court by Attorney Representation
San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

In Pro Per
Attorney 

Represented

Ask someone 51% 60%

D irectory, Maps, Signs 27% 21%

Respondents 1,644 424

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Once inside the build ing, d id  you do or use one or more of 
the following to locate the office or courtroom you needed? 
(Affirmative responses)

Percentages are based  on multip le responses.
 Results significant at .05  percent.
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Actions at Court by Educational Level. Table 3.22 shows that respondents with lower
educational levels are more likely to ask for help than respondents with higher education.
Over two-thirds (68%) of those who did not complete high school asked someone for
assistance compared to 46 percent of those who had college level education.

Table 3.22
 Actions at Court by Educational Level

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Less than High 
School

High School 
Graduate

Som e 
College

College 
Degree

Ask someone 68% 53% 46% 46%

Directory, Maps, Signs 8% 44% 28% 4%

Respondents 656 680 1,087 594

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Once inside the building, did you do or use one or more of the following to locate 
the office or courtroom you needed? (Affirmative responses)

Percentages are based  on multip le responses. Results significant at .05 percent.

Actions at Court by Language. There is a significant difference in the proportion of
respondents who were interviewed by a court interpreter and asked someone for assistance
(68%) than those interviewed in English (48%) (Table 3.23). There is no statistical difference
in the comparative percentage that used a directory, map, or sign to find the office or
courtroom they needed.

Table 3.23
 Actions at Court by Language

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

English
Other than 

English

Ask someone 1 48% 68%

Directory, Maps, Signs 26% 25%

Respondents 2,374 671
1  Results significant at .05 percent. 
Percentages are based on multiple responses.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Once inside the building, did you do or use one or more of the 
following to locate the office or courtroom you needed? (Affirmative 
responses)
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Prior Actions by Facility

Table 3.24 shows that there are differences in respondents’ actions at court to locate the
office or courtroom they need when the data are compared among facilities. There is wide
range in the proportion of respondents who either asked someone for assistance or used a
directory, map, or sign. For example, the proportion of respondents who asked someone
for assistance ranged from 77 percent at Juvenile Court to 29 percent at San Marcos.
Similarly, the proportion who used a directory, map, or sign ranged from 42 percent at
Kearney Mesa to 18 percent at Central Court.

Table 3.24
Actions at Court by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Ask someone 59% 44% 60% 29% 63% 38% 53% 41% 54% 77%
Directory, 
Maps, Signs 24% 24% 35% 35% 18% 15% 31% 26% 42% 26%

Respondents 379 303 276 282 655 351 202 200 203 194
Percentages are based on multiple responses. Results significant at .05 percent.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Once inside the building, did you do or use one or more of the following to locate the office or courtroom you needed? 
(Affirmative responses)

Helpfulness of Prior Actions

Survey participants who indicated they had asked someone or had used a directory, map,
or sign to locate the office or courtroom they needed were also asked how helpful it was in
providing information. Those that indicated it was not helpful were also asked to explain
“why not.” As shown on Table 3.25, an overwhelming majority of court visitors who used
either of these methods said it was helpful in providing information. Ninety-five percent
(95%) who asked someone and 88 percent who used a directory, map, or sign said it was
helpful. Differences among demographic and case characteristics were not statistically
significant due to the large percentage of respondents who found it helpful overall.
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Table 3.25
Helpfulness of Actions at Court

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

D ire ctory, M a ps, 
Signs A sk Someone

Helpful 88% 95%
Neither 5% 3%
Not h elpful 7% 3%

R esponde nts 752 1,511

SOUR C E: San Dieg o Association of Gov ernments

H ow  h elp ful w as the fo llow ing ?

Why Not Helpful? Survey participants who provided similar reasons as to why the
method of obtaining information at the court was not helpful are presented in Table 3.26.
Percentages are based on the total number of respondents who provided an explanation
(74) and should be viewed with caution given the small number who did not find the
methods helpful.

Table 3.26
Why Actions at Court Were Not Helpful

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Pe rce nt N um be r

N ot clear 38% 28
Did n't have what I need ed 19% 14
Co u ldn't find  it (them ) 12% 9
O ther 31% 23

T otal 100% 74
SO U R C E: San D ieg o  Association o f  Gov ernm ents

W hy w asn't the direc tory, maps, signs, or someone inside, 
helpful?
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Other Comments. The following quotes represent the majority of other comments offered
by survey participants as to why these methods of communication were not helpful. The
comments are presented separately, by those interviewed in English and by those
interviewed by an interpreter in another language, to provide more meaningful
information for the Court.

Interviewed in English:

•  “The signs are confusing, they do not tell you where to stand in line.”
•  “Signs on the (outside) windows are incorrect.”
•  “The person I asked did not know where I should go.”
•  “There was nobody on duty at the information desk at mid-day.”
•  “Both the maps and signs had bad information.”
•  “The person I spoke with was very rude.”
•  “The person at the information desk kept reading a newspaper, was no help.”
•  “I tried to ask someone at the information desk, but they did not get off the

  phone.”
•  “The person at the information desk was busy on phone.”

Interviewed by interpreter:

•  “The citation indicated that I should wait in the lobby, so I followed directions
on the citation and waited in the lobby, but no one came out.”

•  “I had to ask someone and was told to come here and everyone passed the buck
around.”

•  “They sent me from one place to another.”
•  “I had to go to the Marshal’s Office first.”
•  “I waited at the information desk for over 40 minutes and then they did not help

me.”

Summary of Availability of Information

The findings presented regarding the availability of information indicate that in spite of
differences among case types, court facilities, and individual demographics, the majority of
court users who attempt to get information are able to do so prior to coming to court and,
once at court, are able to obtain assistance to locate the office or courtroom they need.
Survey participants provided informative suggestions to the San Diego Superior Court to
enable them to improve methods of providing information to their court users.
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FINDING THEIR WAY AROUND

The Court sought to ascertain the ability of its users to find their way to the facility and
locate the office or courtroom they needed. The questions were placed in the survey just
after participants were asked about what they did prior to coming to court and after
arriving at court, to direct their recollection of the difficulty or ease they experienced.
Additionally, respondents were asked how easy it was to find the right facility or office,
and interviewers were trained to accentuate the word “right” when asking the question.
This was done to inhibit respondents who might have answered that it was “easy” to find
the facility or office, but who were not at the correct location. Response categories “very
easy” and “somewhat easy” were collapsed into “easy;” and “not very easy” and “not easy
at all” were collapsed into “not easy.”

Finding the Building

Overall, 92 percent of participants said that finding the right building was easy and five
percent indicated that it was not easy (Table 3.27). The data were also examined by the
original response category. The proportion who thought it was “very easy” was 77 percent,
and those who answered “somewhat easy” was 15 percent (not shown). Therefore, the
majority of court users are able to find the correct facility with ease.

Table 3.27
Finding the Building

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent N umber

Easy 92% 2,794
Neither 3% 86
Not easy 5% 155

Total 100% 3,035
SOUR CE: San Diego Association of Governments

H ow easy was it find the right building?

Finding the Building by Case and Demographic Characteristics

Due to the very high proportion of respondents who easily found the right building, no
statistical differences were noted among respondents when the data were compared by
case and demographic characteristics. As expected, a greater proportion of respondents
who had been to the court previously (94%) thought it was easy to find the right building
compared to those who were at the facility for the first time (88%) (not shown).
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Finding the Building by Facility

Respondents’ ease in finding the right building was also compared across courts.  At least
95 percent of respondents visiting the East County, South County, Family Court, Kearny
Mesa, and Juvenile Court facilities easily found the correct facilities (Table 3.28). A greater
proportion of San Marcos (12%) and Madge Bradley (8%) participants indicated that it was
not easy to find the right building. It should be noted that both of these facilities do not
have a traditional courthouse appearance, which might explain the higher proportion who
thought it more difficult to find those two court buildings. The courthouse in San Marcos
was converted from its previous use as an office building. The Madge Bradley Facility was
designed to make the most efficient use of a small lot and as a consequence it is similar in
appearance to the office buildings located nearby.

Table 3.28
Finding the Building by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

How easy was it to find the right building?

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Easy 95% 96% 92% 84% 90% 91% 95% 90% 96% 96%
Neither 2% 2% 4% 4% 4% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1%
Not easy 2% 2% 4% 12% 6% 6% 3% 8% 3% 4%

Respondents 377 303 276 281 653 349 202 199 202 193
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Why Not Easy to Find the Right Building? Survey participants who indicated that is was
not easy to find the right facility were also asked to provide information describing the
difficulty they encountered. The majority (77 respondents) simply said that it was “just
confusing” and provided no other details (not shown). Other respondents (29) said the
street signs were the problem, or that the markings on the buildings were not clear, not
visible, or incorrect (20). The following quotes represent additional comments offered by
respondents regarding the difficulty in finding the right facility:

•  “…one-way streets and parking at Family Court.”
•  “…it is hard to get to this facility (Juvenile Court) without a car and the public

  transportation is bad.”
•   “It does not say in bold letters ‘Hall of Justice’ or  ‘Courthouse.’”
•    “The building is small and hard to spot.” (Family Court)
•   “It says on the paper, '1501 6th Street,' but the building number is 1555.”
•  “I’ve never been here before.”
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Finding the Office or Courtroom

Similar to the results about finding the right building, interviewers were also trained to
accentuate the word “right” when asking about finding the office or courtroom, and
response categories were collapsed into “easy” and “not easy.”

Overall, 92 percent of survey participants said that finding the right office or courtroom was
easy and five percent indicated that it was not easy (Table 3.29).  The data were also
examined by the original response category. The proportion who answered “very easy,”
was 74 percent, and those who answered “somewhat easy” was 18 percent (not shown).
These results show that the majority of court users are easily able to find the correct office
or courtroom.

Table 3.29
Finding the Office or Courtroom

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Easy 92% 2,797
Neither 3% 99
Not easy 5% 140

Total 100% 3,036
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

How easy was it find the right office or 
courtroom?

Finding the Office or Courtroom by Case and Demographic Characteristics

The results are very similar to those who said finding the right building was easy. Due to
the low percentage of respondents who did not think it was easy, there were no statistical
differences in responses when the data were examined by case type and demographic
characteristics.

Finding the Office or Courtroom by Facility

Respondents’ ability to find the right office or courtroom varied slightly across courts
(Table 3.30).  At least 89 percent of respondents at each facility said it was easy to find the
right office or courtroom. The greatest proportion of respondents who said it was not easy
was only seven percent, which was at both the East County and Central Court facilities.
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Table 3.30
Finding the Office or Courtroom by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

How easy was it to find the office or courtroom?

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Easy 91% 95% 95% 94% 89% 93% 93% 96% 96% 96%
Neither 2% 3% 2% 3% 5% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1%
Not easy 7% 2% 3% 4% 7% 5% 4% 4% 3% 3%

Respondents 379 302 276 278 655 351 202 200 199 194
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Why Not Easy to Find the Right Office or Courtroom? Survey participants who indicated
finding the right office was “not easy” were asked to provide an explanation of the
difficulty they encountered. Similar to those who said it was not easy to find the building,
the majority (65 respondents) said it was “just confusing” with no other details provided
(not shown).  Forty-one (41) said the signs were the problem and 24 stated that the
markings on the rooms or offices were not clear, not correct, or not visible. The following
quotes represent the majority of other comments offered by respondents.

•  “The offices at the Hall of Justice are hard to find due to the numbering system
and lack of signs. The courtrooms are not numbered according to the floor they
are on. For example: '2x' should be on 2nd floor and '3x' should be on 3rd floor.”

•  “The receptionist did not give exact instructions.”
•  “I was sent here, there, everywhere.”
•  “I was given the wrong directions.”
•   “I did not know where the office was located.”
•  “…could not find the City Attorney and did not know where to go”
•  “…too difficult to get to the business office at Family Court - it’s like a maze”
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BARRIERS TO ACCESS

The Court wanted to know if court users experience any barriers to accessing their offices
or facilities due to physical disabilities, the costs associated with court business, or because
of their feelings of safety inside the building. The results show that the majority of users do
not experience any of these barriers accessing the courts. The findings leading to this
conclusion are presented in this section of the report.

Using the Facilities

Survey participants were asked, “Have you experienced any problems entering, leaving, or
using the facilities of the court?” The question was posed to determine if persons with
physical disabilities, in particular, experience problems accessing the court’s facilities or
services. Interviewers were trained not to draw attention to someone’s visible disability
(which might embarrass a participant), or to lead them into a suggestive response. If a
respondent asked for clarification of the question such as “What kind of problems?,” they
were told, “Whatever the question means to you.”

Overall, very few (14) respondents stated that they experienced any problems using the
facilities due to a physical disability. For the most part, those who did say they experienced
some problems addressed non-physical issues such as “the metal detector was too
sensitive” (46 respondents), and “the lines are too long” (24 respondents) (not shown). The
following represent some of the other comments offered by respondents.

•  “Going back and forth between buildings, and going up and down stairs, my
back hurts a little.” (Central Court and Hall of Justice)

•  “I did not really care for the back entrance or way out.” (San Marcos)
•  American Sign Language respondent: “A woman behind the window took the

wrong paper from me, refused to give it back, refused to ‘write’ with me.”
•  Interviewed in Spanish: “Bathroom and cafeteria signs are not visible and

everything is in English.”
•  “Lighting in the courtrooms is too low.”
•  “Some [courtrooms] close earlier than expected.”
•   “Street vendors are selling flowers outside – it’s harassing.” (Central Court)
•   “Peace officers should speak louder: I  did not hear the instructions.”
•  “The escalator was being repaired;  needs posted detour signs.” (Hall of Justice)
•  “…pushing and pulling heavy doors;  I have arthritis in my arm.”
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Feelings of Safety

Due to the serious nature of court matters, the Court and Sheriff's Department strive to
ensure court users’ safety through the use of metal detectors, the screening of hand-carried
items, and posting law enforcement personnel at every entrance and in every courtroom.
Results from the survey indicate that, overall, 95 percent agreed that they felt safe in the
building (Table 3.31).  Only two percent of survey participants indicated that they did not
feel safe. Differences between In Pro Per respondents, number of visits, demographic and
case characteristics were not significant due to the high percentage of court users who felt
safe. Differences across courts were also minor (ranging from 93% to 97% who felt safe)
(not shown).

Table 3.31
Feelings of Safety

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Agree 95% 2,841
Neither 3% 86
Disagree 2% 72

Total 100% 2,999
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

You felt safe in this building today.

Barriers Due to Cost

The Court was concerned that some people might be deterred from accessing court services
because they are unable to afford the related costs (excluding fines and legal
representation). However, the results from the survey show that most court users (89%) did
not think cost was a factor (Table 3.32). Although eleven percent of survey participants did
say there was business they could not afford to conduct, this proportion was inflated by
those who said they could not hire legal services (105 respondents) and could not pay their
fine (77 respondents) (Table 3.33). The Court does not have control over the cost of legal
representation, or the statutes which set forth fines and penalty assessments. The Court is
most concerned about users who are unable to conduct business such as filing a court action
(58 respondents) (Table 3.33). A variety of topics were mentioned by other respondents
such as the cost of transcripts, the cost of making copies from case files, and filing fees.
Several respondents also said they could not afford to “change their name” because the cost
($195) was too high.

The small proportion of those who said they could not afford the cost of doing business
was also examined by case and demographic characteristics with no significant findings.
The same was true when the data were examined across courts, although the highest
percentage was at Family Court (21%) (not shown). This is partially explained by the
comment of some respondents who mentioned the “high price of child support.”
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Table 3.32
Could Not Afford Cost of Court Business

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent N umber

Yes 11% 329
No 89% 2,699

Total 100% 3,028

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Is there any business you couldn't do because 
you couldn't afford it?

Table 3.33
Costs Identified As Not Affordable

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Hire legal services 38% 105
Fine 28% 77
File court action 21% 58
Other 12% 33

Total 100% 273

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

What business couldn't you afford to conduct?

Summary of Barriers to Access

Most people are not deterred from accessing the court’s services due to a physical
disability, feelings of safety, or costs related to court services. Furthermore, court users who
do have some concerns regarding costs, for the most part were concerned about issues not
related to services provided by the Court. For example, many of the respondents who said
costs were too high were referring to the cost of legal representation and fines. Overall,
court users are able to enter, use, and access the court without any significant problems.
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PERCEPTIONS OF STAFF COURTESY AND COURT SERVICES

An important aspect of someone’s visit to court is his/her experiences with staff. To
measure respondents’ satisfaction with the court personnel and the services provided,
survey participants were asked a series of five questions related to the courteousness and
friendliness of staff, and two questions related to the adequacy of information and
sufficiency of staff. To help explain the findings, responses were compared by case type,
stakeholder group, number of visits to the facility, legal representation, and respondent
demographics.

All seven questions were presented on a five point Likert scale, ranging from strongly agree
to strongly disagree. Participants were asked if court personnel are “friendly and
courteous,” “available to answer your questions,” “know the answers to your questions,”
“provide prompt service at the counters,” “take time to explain things to you,” and
“provide adequate information about its procedures and services.” Respondents were also
asked if the court has “adequate staff to do its job.” The results from each question were
evaluated individually and are presented in this section of the report.

Overall, at least 2,919 respondents (96%) answered all five questions regarding the
friendliness and helpfulness of court personnel (not shown). Of those respondents, 79
percent or more agreed that court personnel are friendly and courteous, available, prompt,
knowledgeable, and take time to explain things (not shown). These results demonstrate the
high level of satisfaction court users have with the staff they encounter. Each question was
also evaluated independently, the results of which are presented in this section of the
report.

Friendly and Courteous

Eighty-eight percent (88%) of court users agree that court personnel are friendly and
courteous (Table 3.34). No differences were observed when the data were examined by case
and demographic characteristics.

Table 3.34
Friendliness of Court Personnel

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Agree 88% 2,657
Neither 7% 205
Disagree 5% 150

Total 100% 3,012

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel are friendly and courteous.
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 Friendly and Courteous by Facility. Although at least 80 percent of court users at each
facility agree that court personnel are friendly and courteous, some differences are noted
(Table 3.35). For example, the percentage of respondents who agree with the question
ranges from 93 percent at the East County facility to 81 percent at Family Court.

Table 3.35
Friendliness of Court Personnel by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Agree 93% 89% 91% 87% 87% 91% 81% 84% 85% 89%
Neither 6% 7% 5% 7% 8% 5% 9% 8% 7% 5%
Disagree 2% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 10% 8% 7% 6%

Respondents 374 302 274 282 640 349 198 198 201 194

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel are friendly and courteous.

Results significant at .05 percent.

Available to Answer Questions

The majority of court users (84%) agree that court personnel are available to answer their
questions (Table 3.36). The only differences were by the number of visits to the facility
(Table 3.37) and language (Table 3.38).

Table 3.36
Availability of Court Personnel

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Agree 84% 2,487
Neither 8% 243
Disagree 8% 227

Total 100% 2,957
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel are available to answer your 
questions.
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Availability of Court Personnel by Number of Visits. There is an inverse relationship
between number of visits to a court facility and the level of agreement that court personnel
are available to answer questions (Table 3.37). As the number of visits increases, the
proportion of those who agree with the statement decreases.

Table 3.37
Availability of Court Personnel by Number of Visits

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Court personnel are available to answer your questions.

First-time 
Visitor

Two to Five 
Visits

Six or More 
Visits

Agree 86% 85% 80%
Neither 8% 8% 10%
Disagree 6% 7% 11%

Respondents 955 1,326 676
Results significant at .05 percent. 

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Availability of Court Personnel by Language. A larger proportion of respondents
interviewed in another language (88%) agreed that court personnel are available to answer
their questions than those interviewed in English (83%) (Table 3.38). This finding may be
due in part to those respondents who were interviewed in another language having the
assistance and availability of a court interpreter.

Table 3.38
Availability of Court Personnel by Language
San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

English
Other than 

English

Agree 83% 88%
Neither 8% 7%
Disagree 8% 5%
Respondents 2,313 644

Results significant at .05  percent.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel are available to answer your 
questions.
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Availability of Court Personnel by Facility. The data were also compared by court facility,
and although the differences are not statistically significant, they are presented to describe
the variances among courts. Table 3.39 shows there is a ten-point percentage difference in
those who agree court personnel are available to answer questions (from 87% at the East
County and Vista facilities to 77% at Family Court).

Table 3.39
Availability of Court Personnel by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Agree 87% 85% 87% 85% 85% 84% 77% 81% 84% 82%
Neither 6% 7% 7% 7% 8% 10% 9% 8% 9% 12%
Disagree 7% 8% 6% 8% 7% 6% 13% 11% 8% 5%

Respondents 356 298 272 279 629 346 193 196 195 193
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel are available to answer your questions.

Knowledgeable Court Personnel

Eighty-one percent (81%) of court users agreed that court personnel know the answer to
their questions (Table 3.40). Differences in respondents’ opinions were noted when the data
were examined by language (Table 3.41) and number of visits (Table 3.42).

Table 3.40
Knowledgeable Court Personnel

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Agree 81% 2,350
Neither 10% 298
Disagree 9% 271

Total 100% 2,919

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel know the answers to your 
questions.
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Knowledgeable Court Personnel by Case and Demographic Characteristics. An
evaluation of case type and demographic characteristics produced some differences. More
men than women (82% versus 78%) agreed (not shown), and more respondents
interviewed in another language agreed with this statement than those interviewed in
English (85% versus 79%) (Table 3.41). One possible explanation for the difference by
language is that non-English speaking respondents had an interpreter who might have
assisted them in obtaining information from court clerks and other staff. When the data
were compared by number of visits to the facility, an inverse relationship was noted. That
is, as the number of visits increases, the proportion who agree court personnel know the
answer to their questions decreases (Table 3.42).

Table 3.41
Knowledgeable Court Personnel by Language
San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

English
Other than 

English

Agree 79% 85%
Neither 11% 9%
Disagree 10% 7%

Respondents 2,286 636
Results significant at .05 percent. 

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel know the answers to your 
questions.

Table 3.42
Knowledgeable Court Personnel by Number of Visits

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Court personnel know the answers to  your questions.

First-tim e  
Visitor

T w o to Five  
Visits

Six  or M ore  
Visits

A gree 8 3% 8 1% 7 5%
Neither 8 % 1 0% 1 4%
D isagree 8 % 9 % 1 1%

R esponde nts 9 31 1 ,32 0 6 71
R esults sig nificant at .0 5  p ercent. 

SOUR C E: San Diego Association of Gov ernments
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Knowledgeable Court Personnel by Facility. When the data are examined across courts,
there are some differences in the proportion of respondents who agree court personnel
know the answers to their questions (Table 3.43). However, the differences are not
statistically significant and are presented for informational purposes only. There is a ten-
point percentage difference in the proportion who agreed (ranging from 86% at the South
and East County facilities to 76% at Family Court); and a five-point percentage difference in
those who did not agree (ranging from 12% at Family Court to  7% at the East County
facility).

Table 3.43
Knowledgeable Court Personnel by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Agree 86% 86% 80% 82% 79% 78% 76% 77% 81% 80%
Neither 7% 6% 12% 7% 12% 13% 12% 13% 10% 11%
Disagree 7% 9% 9% 11% 9% 9% 12% 10% 9% 8%

Respondents 355 293 269 274 617 342 192 193 190 194
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel know the answers to your questions.

Provide Prompt Service

Another concern of the Court was the opinion of respondents regarding the promptness of
service received at the clerks’ counters. The majority of respondents did agree that court
personnel provide prompt service (77%) (Table 3.44). However, 12 percent disagreed and
eleven percent neither agreed nor disagreed.

Table 3.44
Prompt Service at Counter

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Pe rce nt N um be r

Agree 77% 2,270
N either 11% 308
Disagree 12% 352

T otal 100% 2,930

SO U R C E: San D ieg o Association of  Gov ernm ents

Court p ersonnel p rov id e p rom p t serv ice at 
th e counters.
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Prompt Service by Case and Demographic Characteristics. The opinion of court users
regarding prompt service was also examined by case and demographic characteristics,
which produced some findings of significance. A greater proportion of visitors who were at
the facility for the first time (81%) compared to those who had been to the facility six times
or more (73%) agreed that court personnel provide prompt service (Table 3.45). Also, more
In Pro Per respondents (79%) compared those represented by an attorney (68%) agreed
court personnel provide prompt service (Table 3.46).  At first, this seems like a peculiar
finding because In Pro Per respondents must wait in line to see a clerk while those with an
attorney do not need to wait (attorneys have separate clerks’ counters and drop boxes).
However, the difference in the data comes from the proportion who responded “neither
agree or disagree” (17% with an attorney compared to 9% In Pro Per), which makes more
sense because those with an attorney may not be aware of the promptness of service their
attorney received at the counter. Other demographic and case type differences were not
significant.

Table 3.45
Prompt Service at Counter by Number of Visits

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Court p ersonnel p rov id e p rom p t serv ice a t th e counters.

First-tim e  
V isitor

Tw o to Five  
V isits

Six  or M ore  
V isits

A gree 8 1 % 7 7 % 7 3 %
Neith er 1 1 % 1 0 % 1 1 %
D isa gree 8 % 1 3 % 1 6 %

R e sponde nts 9 4 0 1 ,3 2 1 6 6 9
R esults sig nif icant a t .0 5  p ercent. 

SO U R C E: San D ieg o Associa tion o f Gov ernm ents

Table 3.46
Prompt Service at Counter by Attorney Representation

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

In  P ro  P e r
A ttorn e y  

R e p re s e n te d

A gree 7 9 % 6 8 %
N eith er 8 % 1 7 %
D isa gree 1 4 % 1 4 %

R e s p on d e n ts 1 ,6 0 7 4 0 6

SO U R C E : Sa n  D ieg o  A sso cia tio n  o f  G o v ern m en ts

C o urt p erso nnel p ro v id e  p ro m p t s e rv ice  a t th e  
co unters .

R esu l ts sig n i f i ca nt a t .0 5  p ercen t. 
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Prompt Service by Facility. The data were also compared across courts (Table 3.47). The
proportion of respondents who agreed that court personnel provide prompt service ranged
from 87 percent at Juvenile Court to 68 percent at Central Court. A ten-point percentage
difference was also found among those who disagreed, ranging from 17 percent at the
Kearny Mesa Facility to seven percent at the Hall of Justice and Juvenile Court.

Table 3.47
Prompt Service at Counter by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Agree 86% 79% 76% 76% 68% 86% 76% 75% 74% 87%
Neither 6% 8% 13% 8% 18% 8% 12% 11% 8% 6%
Disagree 8% 14% 12% 16% 14% 7% 12% 14% 17% 7%
Respondents 367 294 268 282 600 346 191 192 196 194

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel provide prompt service at the counters. 

Results significant at .05 percent. 

Court Personnel Explain Things

The results of questions regarding court personnel have so far indicated that a significant
majority of court users think court personnel are friendly, available, and knowledgeable.
The Court also thought it was important to learn the opinion of respondents as to whether
or not court personnel take time to explain things to persons requesting information. Eighty
percent (80%) agreed court personnel do take time to explain things (Table 3.48).

Table 3.48
Court Personnel Explain Things

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

P e rc e n t N u m b e r

A g re e 80% 2,354
N e ithe r 9% 276
D isag re e 10% 296

T o tal 100% 2,926

SO U R C E : San  D ieg o  A ssocia tion o f  G ov ernm ents

C o urt p erso nnel ta k e  tim e to  ex p la in th ing s  to  
y o u.
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Court Personnel Explain Things by Case and Demographic Characteristics. Again, as
with previous questions regarding court personnel, a greater proportion of court users who
were at the facility for the first time (83%) compared to those who had been to the facility
six times or more (75%) agreed that court personnel take time to provide an explanation
(Table 3.49). Other differences in demographic and case type characteristics did not
produce any statistically significant findings.

Table 3.49
Court Personnel Explain Things by Number of Visits

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

First-time 
Visitor

Two to Five 
Visits

Six or More 
Visits

Agree 83% 81% 75%
Neither 8% 9% 12%
Disagree 9% 10% 12%
Respondents 937 1,317 672

Results significant at .05 percent. 
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel take time to explain things to you.

Court Personnel Explain Things by Facility. When the data were evaluated across courts,
a significant difference was found. The proportion who agreed that court personnel explain
things ranged from 88 percent at the East County facility to 69 percent at Family Court
(Table 3.50).

Table 3.50
Court Personnel Explain Things by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Agree 88% 82% 82% 79% 79% 82% 69% 79% 77% 81%
Neither 7% 7% 10% 10% 10% 10% 12% 8% 11% 11%
Disagree 6% 11% 8% 12% 11% 8% 19% 13% 11% 7%
Respondents 363 295 269 273 615 340 191 196 192 192

Results significant at .05 percent.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Court personnel take time to explain things to you.
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Personnel Provide Adequate Information

Survey participants were asked whether or not they think the court provides adequate
information about its procedures and services. Overall, 75 percent of court users agreed
that the court does provide adequate information (Table 3.51).

Table 3.51
Personnel Provide Adequate Information

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Agree 75% 2,215
Neither 12% 355
Disagree 13% 392

Total 100% 2,962

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

The court provides adequate information about 
its procedures and services.

Adequate Information by Case and Demographic Characteristics. Table 3.52 shows that
91 percent of respondents at court for probate matter, compared to 66 percent of juvenile
matter respondents, agreed that the court provides adequate information about its
procedures and services. Differences in demographics and case types were not significant.

Table 3.52
Personnel Provide Adequate Information by Type of Matter

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Civil Probate
Family 

Law Criminal Juvenile

Agree 74% 91% 71% 77% 66%
Neither 13% 3% 13% 11% 14%
Disagree 13% 5% 16% 12% 20%
Respondents 590 58 570 1,453 184

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
Results significant at .05 percent. 

The court provides adequate information about its procedures and 
services.
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Adequate Information by Facility.  The results were also compared across courts (Table
3.53). The proportion of respondents who agreed that the court provides adequate
information ranged from 83 percent at the South County facility to 68 percent at Family
Court and Juvenile Court. However, given that 66 percent of respondents at any court for a
juvenile matter agreed that the Court provides adequate information (Table 3.52), it is not
surprising that nearly the same proportion (68%) of respondents at Juvenile Court agreed.

Table 3.53
Personnel Provide Adequate Information by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Agree 80% 83% 76% 71% 72% 73% 68% 80% 74% 68%
Neither 9% 7% 12% 12% 14% 14% 18% 9% 11% 13%
Disagree 10% 10% 12% 17% 14% 12% 14% 11% 16% 19%
Respondents 369 298 266 275 634 347 191 192 198 192

Results significant at .05 percent. 

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

The court provides adequate information about its procedures and services.

Adequate Staff

Respondents were asked if “the court has adequate staff to do its job.” Overall, 71 percent
of respondents agreed with the statement (Table 3.54). This proportion is slightly lower
than that for the other six questions related to court personnel. Sixteen percent (16%) of
court users disagreed.

Table 3.54
Court Has Adequate Staff

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

P e rc e n t N u m b e r

A g re e 71% 2 ,0 8 6
N e ithe r 14% 3 9 9
D isag re e 16% 4 6 6

T o ta l 100% 2 ,9 5 1

SO U R C E : Sa n  D ieg o  A sso cia tio n  o f  G o v ernm ents

T h e  co urt h a s  a d equa te  s ta ff to  d o  its  jo b . 
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Adequate Staff by Type of Matter. Table 3.55 shows the difference in level of agreement
by type of matter. Respondents at court for juvenile matters were less likely than other
respondents to agree that the court has adequate staff (ranging from 79% for probate
matters to 60% for juvenile matters). However, because only 58 respondents were at court
for probate matters (which could affect the findings), the data were re-examined excluding
these respondents, with no change in the statistical significance of the results.

Table 3.55
Court Has Adequate Staff by Type of Matter
San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

The court has adequate staff to do its job. 

Civil Probate Family Law Criminal Juvenile

Agree 70% 79% 67% 74% 60%
Neither 17% 9% 14% 11% 23%
Disagree 14% 12% 19% 16% 16%

Respondents 588 58 570 1,445 184

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
Results significant at .05 percent. 

Adequate Staff by Attorney Representation. Table 3.56 compares the difference in level of
agreement between litigants represented by an attorney and those who were not (In Pro
Per). Slightly more respondents represented by an attorney than In Pro Per agreed that the
Court has adequate staff to do its job (75% and 72%, respectively). More noticeably, a five-
point percentage difference is found among those who disagreed with the statement (17%
In Pro Per, 12% with an attorney). These results are not unexpected given that litigants with
an attorney are less likely to require assistance from court staff than those without an
attorney.

Table 3.56
Court Has Adequate Staff by Attorney Representation

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

In ProPer
Attorney 

Represented

Agree 72% 75%
Neither 11% 13%
Disagree 17% 12%

Respondents 1,596 416

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

The court has adequate staff to do its job.

Results significant at .05 percent.
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Adequate Staff by Number of Visits. As with the other questions presented regarding
court personnel, there is an inverse relationship between the number of visits to court and
level of agreement about the services provided, in this case, whether the court has adequate
staff to do its job (Table 3.57). While 77 percent of first-time users agree, the proportion
drops to 64 percent for those who have been to the court six times or more.

Table 3.57
Court Has Adequate Staff by Number of Visits
San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

The court has adequate staff to do its job.

First-time 
Visitor

Two to Five 
Visits

Six or More 
Visits

Agree 77% 70% 64%
Neither 12% 14% 15%
Disagree 11% 16% 21%

Respondents 945 1,323 683
Results significant at .05 percent. 
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Adequate Staff by Ethnicity. There are differences in court users’ opinions by ethnicity.
More Hispanic and Asian respondents (77% and 73%, respectively) agreed the court has
adequate staff than African American and White respondents (68% and 66%, respectively)
(Table 3.58). The opinion of Hispanic and Asian respondents may be influenced by those
who had the assistance of an interpreter while they were at court compared to African
American and White respondents, who did not use an interpreter (other than 3 respondents
interviewed by an interpreter who identified themselves as “White”).

Table 3.58
Court Has Adequate Staff by Ethnicity

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

African 
American Asian Hispanic White Other

Agree 68% 73% 77% 66% 51%
Neither 15% 17% 12% 14% 15%
Disagree 16% 10% 11% 19% 35%

Respondents 359 196 1,149 1,127 75

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

The court has adequate staff to do its job. 

Results significant at .05 percent. 
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Adequate Staff by Language. Based on the findings of respondents’ opinions by ethnicity,
it is not unexpected that comparing the data by language produced similar results (Table
3.59). A greater proportion of respondents interviewed in another language (76%) agreed
the court has adequate staff compared to those interviewed in English (69%).  Twice the
percentage of those interviewed in English (18%) compared to those interviewed by an
interpreter (9%) disagreed with the statement and think the court does not have adequate
staff to do its job. Again, those interviewed in another language had the assistance of a
court interpreter, which might have influenced their opinion.

Table 3.59
Court Has Adequate Staff by Language

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

English
O ther than 

English

A gree 69% 76%
Neither 13% 14%
D isagree 18% 9%

Respondents 2,315 636

Results significant at .05  percent. 

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

The court has adequate staff to do its job. 

Personnel Who Stood Out in Providing Service

The Special Projects Unit used the occasion of this survey to give respondents an
opportunity to inform the Court of any specific personnel who “stood out” in providing
service. The question was placed in the survey instrument just after respondents were
asked for their opinion regarding the treatment they received by court personnel. This was
done in an effort to help them recall their experiences with court personnel they
encountered while at court. For the most part, survey participants who responded to the
question referred to the positive treatment they received by someone who particularly stood
out in providing service, although some respondents also referred to the negative treatment
they received. Therefore, an inference that these findings represent the proportion of court
personnel who provide exemplary service would be incorrect. The results below are
presented for informational purposes only.

Over 1,000 respondents (1,112) answered the question, “Were there any court personnel
who stood out in providing service?” (Table 3.60). About half of these respondents (49%)
said ‘court clerks’ and 40 percent said ‘courtroom personnel’ (which includes the judge,
bailiff, courtroom clerk, and respondents’ attorney).
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Table 3.60
Personnel Who Stood Out

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent N umber

Court clerks 49% 545
Courtroom personnel1 40% 444
Sheriff deputy 5% 60
Information desk 3% 36
O ther 2% 27

Total 100% 1,112
1  Includes Judge, Attorney , Bailiff, Clerk
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Were there any court personnel who stood  out in 
providing service?

Discussion

It is evident from the results presented in this section that, overall, a large majority of court
users are satisfied with their treatment by court personnel, believe the Court provides
adequate services, and has a sufficient number of staff. However, the results also show that
a few respondent characteristics consistently may have been associated with their opinions.
First-time visitors and respondents interviewed by an interpreter indicated a higher level of
satisfaction with court personnel and its services than their counterparts. Additionally,
those who call the court prior to their arrival rate the staff and the court’s services less
favorably than those who do not call ahead of time. An in-depth discussion of these
findings is presented in this section of the report.

Number of Visits

The data presented have shown that there is an inverse relationship in satisfaction with the
court’s personnel and the number of visits to the court. That is, as the number of visits to
the facility increases, the level of satisfaction decreases. This finding was unexpected because
it was thought that first-time visitors would be less likely to agree with statements that
court personnel are friendly and courteous, available, knowledgeable, and take time to
explain things due to the visitors’ unfamiliarity with the court and its procedures.
However, the findings suggest that this was an incorrect assumption. Therefore, a
comparison of the demographic and case characteristics of those who were first-time
visitors and those who had been to the court before was conducted to explain this result.
Age, gender, ethnicity, type of matter, stakeholder category, language, attorney
representation, and actions taken prior to coming to court as well as after arriving at court
were all evaluated.
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However, this comparison of the two groups of respondents did not fully explain why
court users who are at court for the first time are more satisfied with the services they
receive than those who return to court on more than one occasion. No one particular
characteristic stood out in contrast to the others.  For example, fewer first-time visitors
(73%) were interviewed in English compared to repeat visitors (80%) (not shown).
Similarly, fewer first-time visitors (17%) were represented by attorney compared to repeat
visitors (22%) (not shown). However, these variances do not provide sufficient information
from which to form a conclusion as to why first-time visitors are seemingly more pleased
with the staff and services provided by the court.

Therefore, consideration should also be given as to what court users might do during their
first visit compared to their subsequent visits (if any). The first time someone comes to
court, his/her case is most likely in its initial stages. The initial stages of a case may include
the entering of a plea, setting up the case calendar, or simply filing preliminary documents
(order to show cause, requesting a hearing, etc.). On the contrary, those who return to court
multiple times have likely reached a more complicated phase in their case (trial, hearings,
or mediation). These later stages of a case can be more strenuous, which may also explain
why a greater proportion of return visitors were represented by an attorney. This
distinction of what court users do during their first visit compared to subsequent visits
quite possibly affects their opinion of court personnel, and their satisfaction with the court’s
services, to a greater degree than their demographic characteristics.

Language

Another trend which became apparent in the analysis is that, consistently, a greater
proportion of respondents interviewed by an interpreter than those interviewed in English
agreed court personnel were courteous, friendly, available, knowledgeable, provided
prompt service, and that the court provided adequate services and had sufficient staff. An
evaluation was conducted to compare these two groups (those interviewed in English and
those who utilized an interpreter).

It was expected that persons requesting the services of an interpreter would have different
demographic characteristics than those interviewed in English. This assumption was
proven correct in that 93 percent of interpreter-assisted interviews were conducted with
persons of Hispanic ethnicity (not shown). Three respondents interviewed by an interpreter
were White; none were African American.

An examination of the differences in respondent selection was also considered. Interviews
with persons requesting the assistance of a court interpreter were not available at each
court. (No interpreter interviews were conducted at Kearny Mesa, Hall of Justice, Madge
Bradley, Family Court, and Juvenile Court). Also, interpreters were instructed to ask those
who requested their services to participate in the survey after they finished their business at
the court, which is a similar manner in which respondents were interviewed in English
except for the following:
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•  Respondents who needed the services of an interpreter received individualized
service from the Court (the interpreter).

•  The non-English speaking respondent might be more likely than other
respondents to think the person who conducted the interview with them was a
employee of the court (although interpreters are provided by the court, most are
independent contractors). The English-speaking interviewers in the North
County region were current court employees, but that was not likely known to
the respondent who encountered them as they exited the building. In all other
regions of the county, the English-speaking interviewers were either students or
retired court employees.  It is possible, but no data exist to confirm this, that the
opinion of respondents might have been altered or affected if they thought they
were being interviewed by a court employee.

Given the differences that existed among the two groups, and the potential that the
interpreter-assisted respondents might skew the overall findings, their responses to all
survey questions were first examined separately and then combined with those
interviewed in English. Although a few percentage point differences were noted, the
significance level did not change due to the high level of consensus among all survey
participants. Therefore, the data for respondents interviewed by an interpreter were
included, and the relatively slight differences were noted throughout the report.

After examining all the data, differences in opinion might be related to the fact that these
participants requested and received very distinct services from the court compared to the
respondents interviewed in English. More importantly, the interpreter provided individual
assistance to these respondents. This provision by the court might have been associated
with their level of appreciation and could explain why, in most instances, their responses
were more positive than other respondents. To test this preliminary rationale, the Court
would need to interview court users who need an interpreter, but for whom one is unable
to be provided. However, the Court is required by statute to furnish interpreters to those
who request one.



80

Calling the Court

A difference between respondents was also found among those who call the court prior to
their arrival compared to those who do not call. For each statement presented regarding
court personnel and the adequacy of court services, those who did not call the court were
more positive than those who did call (Table 3.61).

Respondents who called the court and indicated it was not helpful provide some insight to
these findings. Previously in this report, the helpfulness of calling the court was discussed.
Twenty-eight percent (28%) of those who called said it was not helpful (Table 3.16, page
47). When questioned as to why it was not helpful, the majority of respondents said they
could not get an answer or they were frustrated using the answering system, most of which
is provided through pre-recorded information (page 42). This suggests that the less positive
opinion might be related to frustration with using the phone service and not with staff they
encountered while at the courthouse.

Table 3.61
Opinions of Court Personnel by Calling the Court

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percentage of respondents who agree  that …

Court personnel Called the Court Did Not Call 

 are friendly and courteous 87% 89%
questions 80% 85%
 provide prompt counter service 77% 78%
questions 75% 82%
take time to explain things to you 77% 81%

The Court 
provides adequate information 71% 76%
has adequate staff 66% 72%

Respondents 587- 601 2,333 - 2,411
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
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Court Facilities

As previously noted, some differences in satisfaction with the court were observed in
respondent opinions when the data were examined across court facilities. Consistently,
with the exception of the question of prompt service, a smaller proportion of respondents at
Family Court agreed with the statements presented. To understand these differences, a
brief discussion comparing respondent characteristics by court facility follows. A detailed
presentation of respondent demographics at each court was presented in Chapter Two.

Given that some courts have jurisdiction over specific matters, the most significant
difference in survey participants at each court is the type of matter they came to court to
resolve, which often also explains differences in demographics. For example, because
Family Court only hears matters pertaining to dissolution of marriage (including
separation and nullity) and child custody (including paternity and child support), it is
understandable that 95 percent of these respondents were under 55 years of age (Table 2.2).
Differences in ethnicity generally mirrored the population served by each court (Table 2.3).
As for case type differences, the proportion of first-time visitors at Family Court (33%) was
comparable to other courts (ranging from 44% to 28%) (not shown).

Eighty percent (80%) of litigants were not represented by an attorney at Family Court. The
proportion of litigants without legal representation varied widely across courts and is most
likely reflective of the type and seriousness of the matter (ranging from 98% at the Kearny
Mesa and San Marcos facilities to 56% at Central and Juvenile Court)(not shown). Although
Family Court matters are unquestionably considered serious, the Court recognizes that
many people cannot afford legal representation for these matters. To meet the needs of this
population of court users, a variety of free or low cost legal services are available inside the
Family Court building. Free legal advice is provided daily on a walk-in basis and there is
also free or low cost family court counseling and mediation. All child custody disputes are
required to be heard first by a family court mediator/counselor, which facilitates the
settlement of child custody disputes. These services are also available in other court
facilities that hear family law matters. However, court staff (and anyone else not licensed to
practice law in California) are prohibited from providing legal advice, which includes
making suggestions or corrections related to the filing or filling out of forms. Given that 80
percent of Family Court litigants were not represented by an attorney, it is expected that
this group may be more likely to request help from court staff.

Therefore, the finding that a smaller proportion of Family Court respondents were satisfied
with the services of court personnel cannot conclusively be attributed to their demographic
profile, nor to their lack of legal representation. Their opinion may be influenced by either
the sensitivity of the issues heard at this facility or their perception that court staff choose
not to provide assistance when, in fact, they are legally precluded from doing so. Future
interviews conducted with court users either by mail or by telephone sometime after
appearing at court would provide more data from which to analyze this assumption.
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Summary of Staff Courtesy and Court Services

The results and discussion presented in this section show that an overwhelming majority of
court users are satisfied with treatment by staff and the services they receive while at court.
To further illustrate this point, the original responses are presented in Figure 3.1. As
evidenced by the data, at least 30 percent of survey participants strongly agree and an
additional 45 percent agree, that court personnel are friendly and courteous, available to
answer questions, know the answers to questions, provide prompt service, and take time to
explain things. Very few (5% or less) strongly disagree, and less than ten percent disagree
with any of the statements. Clearly, court users are satisfied with the treatment they receive
from staff.

Figure 3.1
Respondent Perceptions of Staff Courtesy

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey 2000

Court Personnel are....

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%
50%
55%

Strongly Agree Agree N either Disagree Strongly
Disagree

Friendly Available Knowledgeable Prompt Explain

  SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Furthermore, additional analyses of the results showed that certain factors were associated
with respondents’ opinions. A greater proportion of first-time court users agreed with most
of the statements compared to those who had been to the court previously. Similarly,
respondents interviewed by a court interpreter were proportionately more satisfied than
those interviewed in English. However, respondents who called the court prior to their visit
were less likely to agree that court personnel are available, knowledgeable, and take time to
explain things. The data also showed that court users respond a bit differently at each
facility, which may partially be explained by the type of case they came to court to resolve.
In spite of the differences across courts, types of cases, respondent characteristics, and the
emotions often surrounding court appearances, a vast majority of court users are satisfied
with the court’s staff and services received.
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NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING RESPONDENTS

The primary goal of this project was to determine court users’ accessibility to facilities and
services. In developing the scope of this project, the Court was sensitive to the fact that
some of its court users did not speak English. To ensure that the opinions and suggestions
of this population were included, 671 interviews were conducted with persons who
requested a court interpreter. Throughout the report, differences in the opinions of English
and non-English speaking respondents were discussed. However, non-English speaking
participants were also asked a few supplementary questions regarding any difficulties they
might have experienced because of their need for an interpreter. This section of the report
discusses the results of those questions.

Problems Due to Need for Interpreter

Survey participants were asked (1) if they experienced any difficulties because of their need
for an interpreter, and (2) if so, what problems did they encounter. Only 18 percent (117 of
671 respondents) stated that they did experience some problems because they needed to
have an interpreter (not shown). Table 3.62 shows the common explanations of problems
encountered by non-English speaking respondents. The statement most often given by
participants was that the interpreter was “busy with lots of other cases” (60%). Some
reported that the translation was an issue (14%), the need for an interpreter slowed down
the court process (12%), and some provided various other explanations (14%). Many of the
other comments offered by respondents focused on issues related to the fact they do not
speak English, not their need for an interpreter. This might have been due to an incorrect
translation of the question: “because of your need for an interpreter,” could have been
translated or understood to mean “because you do not speak English.”

Table 3.62
Interpreter Problems

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Interpreter busy 60% 60
Translation 14% 14
Delayed process 12% 12
Other 14% 14

Total 100% 100
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

What problems did you experience because of your 
need for an interpreter?
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SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT

Survey respondents were given several opportunities to make suggestions for
improvement of court services. Respondents were given a list of four specific items and
asked if they would have been beneficial had they been available. Respondents were also
asked if anything would have made their visit easier and, if so, would they describe what
would have helped.  This section of the report discusses the results of respondents’
suggestions.

Overall, 33 percent of survey participants (1,017 respondents) indicated affirmatively that
‘something’ would have made their visit easier. Similar comments were coded for analysis
and are presented in Table 3.63. The percentages shown are based on the total number of
respondents who answered affirmatively.  The suggestion most often repeated was to
provide “faster service” (22%), which includes the respondents who stated “the wait is too
long,” or “need more staff.” These responses were combined because they are both related
to the same point. A similar proportion (20%) suggested that the Court provide “more
information,” which includes any responses addressing ‘need more information,’ such as
the cost of fines, directions to the court, or court processes. A small proportion
recommended improving the signage both inside and outside the facilities (4%), a letter
from the court to remind them of their appearance date (3%), or assistance with filling out
paperwork (3%). The Court was provided a comprehensive record of all comments and
suggestions, examples of which follow the table below.

Table 3.63
Suggestions for Improvement

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Faster service 22% 223
More information 20% 205
Better signs 4% 45
A letter from the court 3% 32
Assistance with paperwork 3% 29

Respondents 1,017
Percentages based on multiple responses.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

What would have made your visit easier?
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Other Suggestions and Comments

The following represent the wide variety of comments and suggestions offered by
respondents in response to the question “What would have made your visit easier?”

Interviewed in English
•  “More computer access to public records.”
•  “Provide ability to pay for traffic ticket over the Internet or on the phone.”
•  “A city map or map of location of court, on the back of the ticket.”
•  “A children’s play center or child-care.”
•  “Someplace to eat at Juvenile Court.”
•  “Less expensive copying rates.”
•  “Change the numbering of court offices to reflect the floor they are on. For example,

office/room ‘32’ would be on the third floor.”
•  “Have forms available on the Internet.”
•  “Get someone to answer the telephones.”
•  “Make court postponement available by telephone.”
•  “Not to have to come to Vista to get papers for San Marcos.”
•  “More volunteer attorneys to help in civil court.”
•  “If I could have gotten a map mailed to me (I live in Los Angeles), and if they would

have told me how much I was going to pay.”
•  “I want to talk to a real person on the phones.”
•  “To be able to make appointments with the facilitator who takes people out of

order.”
•  “If I would have known about the five-year limit on divorce proceedings.”
•  “A ‘guide’ would be helpful.”
•  “If the directory did not blend into the wall – the ATM is more visible.”
•  “More respect for ‘In Pro Per.’”
•  “If I knew where to go before coming to court.”(Note: respondent went to Family

Court, but should have gone to El Cajon).

Interviewed in another language
•  “People who speak Spanish at the information desk, clerks, and employees.”
•  “If they had more interpreters – ‘outside’ interpreters – outside interpreters do not

interpret everything like the court interpreters do, ‘regular’ bilingual people only
tell you what they want you to know.”

•  “Information on the Internet in other languages.”
•  “Better information from the person who checked me in, she mistakenly sent me to

Vista when it was at San Marcos.”
•  “To be able to send my payment from Mexico.”
•  “Someone to translate the forms, the interpreter filled out the form for me.”
•  “Have the signs in Spanish.”
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Beneficial Items

Survey participants were also given a list of four items and asked to state with a yes or no
response if it would be beneficial to them for their visit to court. The list included (1) a map
of the facility posted at the entrances, (2) court docket (list of cases) posted at entrance, (3)
pamphlet explaining what to expect at court, and (4) court cases or docket information
available via the Internet. The majority of respondents (over 65%) did indicate that three of
the items would benefit them (Table 3.64). Just over half (53%) thought information on the
Internet would be beneficial.

Table 3.64
Beneficial Items

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Percent Number

Pamphlet explaining what to expect at court 71% 2,170
Map of facility posted at entrance 68% 2,064
Court docket posted at entrance 65% 1,993
Court cases, or docket, via the Internet 53% 1,615

Respondents 3,045
Percentages are based on multiple response.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Would any of the following be of benefit to you? (Affirmative responses)

Beneficial by Facility. The responses were also compared across courts (Table 3.65), which
shows that a greater proportion of Family Court respondents (84%) agreed that a pamphlet
explaining court procedures would be beneficial. Similarly, Madge Bradley respondents
were more likely to agree that a docket posted at the entrance would be helpful (79%).

Table 3.65
Beneficial Items by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

! Pamphlet 66% 72% 71% 76% 74% 58% 84% 73% 67% 80%
! Map 74% 70% 72% 65% 73% 63% 65% 65% 53% 62%
! Docket 60% 68% 68% 63% 75% 57% 64% 79% 58% 52%
! Internet 41% 51% 54% 54% 44% 76% 54% 62% 61% 46%

Respondents 379 303 276 282 655 351 202 200 203 194

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Would any of the following be of benefit to you? (Affirmative responses)

Results significant at .05 percent.
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Beneficial by Language. The list of items were also compared by respondents who were
interviewed in English to those interviewed in another language. Table 3.66 shows a greater
proportion of non-English speaking survey participants would find all of the items
beneficial to them, except for court cases and docket information via the Internet. In that
case, twice as many English-speaking respondents compared to those interviewed in
another language said that they would find information via the Internet helpful.

Table 3.66
Beneficial Items by Language

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Would any of the following be of benefit to you? (Affirmative responses)

English
Other than 

English

Pamphlet explaining what to expect at court 69% 78%
Map of facility posted at entrance 64% 81%
Court docket posted at entrance 63% 75%
Court cases, or docket, via the Internet 60% 30%

Respondents 2,374 671
Results significant at .05 percent.
SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments
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FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPATION

The last question asked of survey participants was whether or not they would like to
participate in a focus group “to assist the Court in responding to the needs of the
community.” Interviewers informed the respondents that the formation of the focus group
was only a possibility, and that if it did occur, it would be sometime in the future.
Respondents who were willing to participate were asked to provide their name, address,
and telephone number to the interviewer. Several steps were taken to reassure respondents
who agreed to provide this information that it would be kept separate from the survey.
First, the form was the last page on the survey. Second, if a respondent agreed to provide
this information, the form was separated from the survey in the presence of the respondent.
Third, respondents were asked to fill in the information themselves. Fourth, the form was
placed in a ‘confidential’ envelope, also in the presence of the respondent, and forwarded
to the Court's Special Projects Unit.

Prior to the survey, the Court was hoping to obtain enough respondents from each court to
form one or two focus groups per facility although it was thought that few people would be
willing to take the time to be part of a focus group. However, this proved to be incorrect.
Surprisingly, 33 percent of survey participants (1,006 respondents) said they would be
willing to participate in a focus group (not shown). Additionally, those who agreed
spanned all demographic groups, including respondents interviewed by an interpreter.
Seventeen percent (17%) of the respondents who agreed to participate in a focus group
were interviewed by an interpreter.

When those who agreed to participate were compared across courts, the most significant
difference was found between Family Court where 42 percent agreed to participate, and at
Central Court (26% agreed) (Table 3.67). This finding, that a greater proportion of Family
Court users were willing to participate in the focus group, is partially explained by results
presented earlier that these respondents were less satisfied with the staff and services than
respondents at other courts.

Table 3.67
Focus Group Participation by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Yes 39% 39% 33% 30% 26% 29% 42% 32% 38% 34%
No 61% 61% 67% 70% 74% 71% 58% 69% 62% 66%

Respondents 379 303 276 282 655 351 202 200 203 194

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Would you like to participate in a focus group?

Results significant at .05 percent.
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CONCLUSION

There is sufficient evidence from the results of this survey to conclude that the San Diego
Superior Court meets the needs of a diverse population, across racial and ethnic groups,
age, gender, educational levels, and language, including those who need the assistance of a
court interpreter. Satisfaction with the Court's services, buildings, and staff are also
consistent when comparing case types, stakeholder groups, and by the number of times a
someone visited the court. Furthermore, the results also show that an overwhelming
majority of court users are pleased with the services they receive, the attitudes of court
personnel, and the facilities provided at all ten facilities.

This conclusion is made more significant when the full scope of the project is considered.
More than 30 interviewers conducted in-person surveys with more than 3,000 respondents
over a sixteen-week period at ten different court facilities located throughout the San Diego
County region. Interviews were conducted in the morning and afternoon and on every day
of the workweek, in English, Spanish, Tagalog, Cambodian, Laotian, American Sign
Language and a few various other languages. Given the extent of this effort, and that the
findings among all groups of respondents are quite favorable to the Court, clearly, the
results can be ascribed to the general court user population (with the exception of jurors
and criminal justice-related employees who were not surveyed). Therefore, the Court can
confidently report that the majority of people who come to court can access the facilities
with ease and are satisfied with the services and staff they encounter.

Recommendations for improvements, which are included in the Executive Summary, are
provided as a means to continue this high level of satisfaction by court users.

Possible Explanations for High Public Satisfaction

As part of the evaluation, SANDAG staff met with Court personnel to pursue possible
reasons for the high level of satisfaction, as evidenced by the survey results. The following
information was provided by Court personnel.

The high level of public satisfaction with access to the San Diego Superior Court is probably
attributable to the fact that enhanced public service and public access are primary concerns
of the Court, which is reflected in operational improvements and a customer service
culture.  In December of 1998, the four Municipal Courts and Superior Court of San Diego
unified into a single Superior Court. Court unification provided the opportunity to
standardize the commitment to public service on a countywide basis.

Commitment to the public is a key issue in the planning process. All Superior Courts in
California participate in a statewide effort to develop and submit a long-range strategic
plan to the State Judicial Council, which is the policy making body for the California
Courts. The Strategic Plan delineates issues and goals from FY 1999/00 to FY 2003/04.
From there, operational objectives are set that support the larger goals.
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Two of the six issues in the San Diego Superior Court's Strategic Plan and corresponding
goals pertain to public service as follows:

Issues Goals

Enhance public service and public access.

Provide equal access to the Court for all
people.

Enhance public service in the Court.

Quality of justice and public confidence in
the court.

Promote the quality of justice by focusing
on service and improving the public's
understanding of court operations.

The focus on service to the public is not only a policy issue of importance to the judges and
executives of the court, but is also communicated throughout all levels of the organization,
both formally and informally. Some of the internal methods for focusing on the service to
the public include:

∙ Preparation of Quarterly Reports by the Assistant Executives that include results of
customer comment cards, which allow the public to provide feedback to the Court in 5
areas of performance.

∙ An Employee Recognition Awards Program in which employees who demonstrate
superior customer service are acknowledged by noting their performance in the
Employee Newsletter.

In addition to the internal efforts to promote a customer service orientation, a number of
operational changes have been made that directly benefit the public. These include:

∙ Within the Central Division of the Court, all levels of civil and criminal cases that were
previously handled independently are now combined, so that the public can participate
in a one stop shop.

∙ The calendaring of cases has been improved to increase public convenience.

∙ Signage has been improved throughout the major facilities of the Court.

∙ Arraignments are now allowed at the counter in some instances (such as traffic) instead
of requiring a court appearance.
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∙ The Court's Web site has been enhanced to provide more information over the Internet.

∙ The Court has eliminated a 900 number system previously used in the San Diego
Municipal Court's Traffic Division, whereby the public could get case specific
information over the phone for a fee. This has been replaced by a courtwide policy
whereby all public phone numbers can result in contact with a human rather than only
a phone tree.

Finally, the fact that the Court embarked on an effort of this magnitude (the Court Users
Survey) in order to measure how the public perceives access to the courts demonstrates the
commitment that the Court has to serving the public.

The Court's stated plan at this point is to carefully review the results of the survey so that
some of the suggestions made for improving service can be evaluated and implemented
where feasible.
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Table A-1
Average Daily Volume of Court Users and Proposed Survey Allocation

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

Facility Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Central Court 5,473 25% 440 18% 265 42% 84 42%
Hall of Justice 4,328 20% 430 17% 0 0% 0 0%
East County 2,855 13% 230 9% 137 22% 44 22%
Vista 2,580 12% 200 8% 124 20% 40 20%
Kearny Mesa 1,915 9% 200 8% 0 0% 0 0%
South County 1,805 8% 200 8% 99 16% 32 16%
Juvenile Court 985 5% 200 8% 0 0% 0 0%
Family Court 956 4% 200 8% 0 0% 0 0%
Vista Annex 632 3% 200 8% 0 0% 0 0%
Madge Bradley 219 1% 200 8% 0 0% 0 0%

Total 21,748 100% 2,500 100% 625 100% 200 100%

Proposed Surveys by Language

ADV English Spanish Other

SOURCE:  San Diego Superior Court

Table A-2
Received Letter by Facility

San Diego Superior Court Users Survey, 2000

East 
County

South 
County Vista 

San 
Marcos

Central 
Court

Hall of 
Justice

Family 
Court

Madge 
Bradley

Kearny 
Mesa

Juvenile 
Court

Yes 43% 41% 32% 62% 36% 17% 27% 35% 65% 53%

No 57% 59% 68% 38% 64% 83% 74% 65% 35% 47%

Respondents 379 303 275 281 654 351 200 199 202 194

SOURCE: San Diego Association of Governments

Did you receive a letter from the court?

Results significant at .05 percent. 
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FACILITY: DATE: LANGUAGE:
INTERVIEWER: START TIME:

FINISH TIME: OFFICE  USE ONLY. I.D.#

All questions, responses and statements in boxes are to be read exactly as they appear. All instructions are
italicized and are not to be read aloud. Unless otherwise stated, circle only one response for each question.

HI. I’M HERE ON BEHALF OF THE COURT ADMINISTRATION. THEY ARE CONDUCTING A SURVEY OF PEOPLE WHO
USE THE FACILITIES TO GET THEIR OPINION CONCERNING STAFF AND SERVICES PROVIDED. ARE YOU FINISHED
WITH YOUR BUSINESS AT THE COURT TODAY?

1. What type of matter brought you to the courthouse today?
20% Civil / Small Claims
  2% Probate
19% Family Law (Child Support)
49% Criminal  / Traffic
  6% Juvenile
  3% Other (specify): Includes research,“just for fun,” visit friends,” job interview,” and “watch trials.”
  n = 3,028

2. What brought you to the court, today?
If juror  or  criminal justice agency personnel (read following statement)
“Ok, thanks for your time. However, we are not interviewing people involved with the court today. The opinions
of jurors and criminal justice agency personnel will be assessed at another time.”

  3% Witness or Victim
20% Plaintiff        ! If Plaintiff (n=595)…    Were you represented by an attorney?    Yes  14%
50% Defendant     ! If Defendant(n=1,473)…Were you represented by an attorney?   Yes  23%
19% Friend / Family
<1% Media
<1% Community Organization
  4% Attorney Service / Messenger
  4% Other: (specify) Includes investigator, employee, social worker, paralegal, and “for myself.”
 n = 3,023

3. Were you in a courtroom today?  
45% Yes (ask 3b)
55% No (skip to 4)          
 n = 3,033

3b. Were the proceedings easy to follow and understand?
87% Yes
13% No
 n =1,327

4. Did you conduct any court business outside of a courtroom?  
56% Yes
44% No
 n = 3,045
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5. Is this the first time you’ve been to this facility?
33% Yes  (Skip to 6)
67% No (Ask 5b and 5c)

  n = 3,045
5b. How many times have you been here before today? None (33%), 2 to 5 times (45%), six more (23%).

n = 3,045
5c. Approximately how long has it been since your last visit here? One month or less (53%), two to six

months (21%), seven to 12 months (9%), 13 months or more (17%).
n= 2,050

“I’M GOING TO READ A SERIES OF STATEMENTS. AFTER EACH STATEMENT, PLEASE TELL ME YOUR LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT FROM, STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE,
DISAGREE, OR STRONGLY DISAGREE.”

Court Personnel . . .
                                     (n = ranged from 3,015 to 3,037)

Strongly
Agree

Agree Neither
Agree Nor
Disagree

Disagree Strongly
Disagree N/A

6. Are friendly and courteous. 37% 51% 7% 3% 2% <1%

7. Are available to answer your questions. 31% 51% 8% 5% 3% 2%

8. Provide prompt service at the counters. 31% 44% 10% 7% 4% 3%
9. Know the answers to your questions. 32% 46% 10% 6% 3% 3%

10. Take time to explain things to you. 33% 44% 9% 6% 4% 3%

11. Were there any Court personnel that stood out in providing service?
37% Yes (ask 11b).
63% No  (skip to 12).
n = 3,034

11b. Can you recall who it was? Court Clerks (49%), courtroom personnel (40%), Sheriff (5%), information
desk (3%), various other (2%) (other includes “Legal Advisor,” “Notary,” “Interpreter”).
n = 1,112

12. Did you receive a written communication, (a letter), from the court?
40% Yes (ask 12b and 12c)
60% No (skip to 13, next page)
n = 3,038

12b. Did the letter you receive provide all,  some or  none of what you needed to know to come to court?
68% All (skip to 13, next page)
26%     Some (ask 12c)
  6%     None (ask 12c)
n = 1,200

12c. How could the letter have been more helpful to you? If it had more information (n=218), easier to
understand (n=56), in my language (n=31), if it was correct (n=20), various other (n=39).
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13. Prior to coming here today, did you do any of the following to get information?

13b.
How Helpful was this method in providing

information? (raw numbers)
NOTE: Percentages are based on

the proportion of survey participants
that responded affirmatively (they

did do one of the following)
(N=3,045)

Choose
all that
apply

Very
Helpful

Somewhat
Helpful

Neither
Helpful nor
Not Helpful

Not Very
Helpful

!

Not  Helpful
at All
!

If not
helpful,

why not?

Call the court (n = 608) 20% 246 144 43 63 105

Visit the court’s Web site
(n = 131) 4% 37 39 17 18 17

Write to the court or the
 Business office (n=85)

3% 22 19 10 19 14

Other: example: “Called a
lawyer” (n = 97) 3% 43 16 4 2 3

Did nothing prior
(n = 2,251) 74% No answer (n=44,  couldn’t access(n=34),

insufficient information (n=22), various other (n=31)

 Write
response

in the
space to
the left
n = 131

"

14. How easy was it to find the right building?
76% Very Easy
15% Somewhat Easy
  3% Neither Easy or Hard
  4%     Not Very Easy ! Why not? Confusing (n=77), street signs not clear, visible(n=29),
   1%    Not Easy at All ! “     building markings (n=20), various other (n=20).
n = 3,035

15. Once inside the building, did you do any of the following to locate the office or courtroom you
needed?

15b.
How helpful was this method in providing

information? (raw numbers)
NOTE: Percentages are based on the
proportion of survey participants that
responded affirmatively (they did do

one of the following)  (N=3,045)

Choose
all that
apply

Very
Helpful

Somewhat
Helpful

Neither
Helpful nor
Not Helpful

Not Very
Helpful

!

Not
Helpful at

All
!

If not
helpful,

why not?

Use Directory, Maps or
Signs? (n = 779)

26% 472 191 37 37 14

Ask someone inside or at
the Information Desk?
(n = 1,595)

52% 1,176 253 39 22 21

Other: example “Asked my
friend.” (n = 44)

1% 16 6 1 1 3

Not clear (n=28), didn’t have the information needed (n=14),
couldn’t find it (or them) (n=9), various other (n=23).

Write
response

in the
space to
the left
n = 74

"
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16. How easy was it to find the right office or courtroom?
74% Very Easy
18% Somewhat Easy
  3% Neither Easy or Hard
  4% Not Very Easy ! Why not? Confusing (n=65), signage problems (n=41), office
<1% Not Easy at All ! “  markings (n=24), various other (n=10).
n = 3,036

“I’M GOING TO READ A SERIES OF STATEMENTS. AFTER EACH STATEMENT, PLEASE TELL ME YOUR LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT FROM, STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE,
DISAGREE, OR STRONGLY DISAGREE.

(n = ranged from 3,002 to 3,029)
Strongly
Agree

Agree Neither
Agree Or
Disagree

Disagree Strongly
Disagree N/A

17. The court provides adequate information about
its procedures and services. 24% 49% 12% 9% 4% 2%

18. The court has adequate staff to do its job. 23% 47% 13% 10% 5% 2%

19. You felt safe in this building today. 55% 40% 3% 2% <1% <1%

20. Was there any business you couldn’t do because you couldn’t afford it? 
11% Yes (ask 20b)
89% No (skip to 21).
n = 3,028

20b. What couldn’t you do? Hire legal services (n=105), pay fine (n=77), file court action (n=58).

21. Have you experienced any problems entering, leaving, or using the offices or facilities of the court?
   9% Yes (ask 21b)
91% No (skip to 22)
n = 3,015

21b. What problems did you experience? Difficulties due to a disability (n=14), metal detector too
sensitive (n=46), lines are too long (n=24).

Interpreter-Assisted only. (671 respondents were interviewed by an interpreter)

22. Were there any problems you faced today because of your need for an interpreter?
18% Yes (ask 22b)
82% No (skip to next page)
n = 665

22b. What problems did you face? Interpreter too busy (n=60), translation problems (n=14),
slowed down (or delayed) the process (n=12), various other (n=14).
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“I AM GOING TO READ YOU A SERIES OF QUESTIONS, WHICH ARE COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL AND VERY IMPORTANT FOR
INTERPRETING THE RESULTS OF THIS SURVEY. I WILL READ EACH QUESTION AND ALL OF THE POSSIBLE ANSWER CHOICES
AND ASK THAT YOU CHOOSE WHICH CATEGORY BEST DEFINES HOW YOU WOULD DESCRIBE YOURSELF.”

23. Gender: Male 56% Female 44% n=3,004

24.      What is your home zip code? City of San Diego (44%), North County (17%),
East County (12%), South County (12%), Other California areas (4%), Out of state (10%). n=2,995

25.      What is your age? 18 to 34 (44%), 35 to 54 (45%), 55 and older (11%). n=3,018

26.      What is your ethnicity? n=2,995
12% African – American
  7% Asian / Pacific Islander
39% Caucasian
40% Hispanic
  1% Native - American
  1% Other (Specify): Majority of ‘other’ responses indicated “Mixed race.”

27.     What is your educational attainment? n=3,017

11% Less than 9th grade
11% Some high school
23% High school graduate or GED certificate
  7% Vocational college or trade school
29% Some college
20% Four year degree

28.   Please state with a yes or no response if any of the following would be beneficial to you.
Map of the facility posted at entrance Yes 68% No 32%              n = 3,045
Court docket posted at entrance (schedule of hearings) Yes 65% No 35% “
Pamphlet explaining what to expect at court Yes 71% No 29% “
Court cases or docket information via the Internet Yes 53% No 47% “

29. Is there anything that would have made your visit here today easier?    n=3,045
33% Yes  (ask 29b)
67% No   (skip to 30)

29b. What would have made your visit here today easier? Faster service (n=223), more info (n=205)
better signs (n=45), a (reminder) letter from the court (n=32), assistance with paperwork (n=29)

30. Based on the results of the survey, the court may decide to form focus groups in the future. If so,
would you be willing to participate to assist the court in responding to the needs of the
community?
33% Yes n=3,045
67% No

THANK THEM FOR THEIR PARTICIPATION and GIVE THEM A POST-IT PAD
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY
COURT FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPATION

By filling out the personal information below, you are indicating that you wish to be contacted to participate in
a focus group the San Diego County Court Administration may decide to organize in the future.

Your personal information will remain confidential with the court and will not be provided to anyone outside
the Court Administrative staff.

Please complete the following if you wish to be contacted to participate in a San Diego County Court Focus Group.

Name

Address

City, State and Zip

Phone Number

Thank you
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